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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend F. Kenneth Hoffer,

Mount Culmen Evangelical Congrega-
tional Church, East Earl, Pennsyl-
vania, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Ruler of all nations,
we give our thanks for Your guidance
which has preserved our Nation and for
the peaceful continuity of government
in America.

We look gratefully to the past,
thanking You that from the founda-
tions of America You granted our fore-
fathers courage and wisdom, as they
trusted in You. By their example to
lead, guide and direct, inspire this Con-
gress whom You have entrusted leader-
ship to serve and wage the struggle to
find peace and justice in our world.

For our leaders, diplomats and mili-
tary, let our resources be a strength to
all, regardless of race, creed, faith, age,
sex or national origin. May we work to-
gether towards justice, righteousness
and goodness for all peoples of all na-
tions.

We pray to You, O God. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HOLDEN) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. HOLDEN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
HOLDEN) for 1 minute. All other 1-min-
utes will be postponed until the end of
the day.

f

THE REVEREND F. KENNETH
HOFFER

(Mr. HOLDEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my colleagues and Fa-
ther Coughlin for providing my con-
stituent, Reverend F. Kenneth Hoffer,
the opportunity to offer the opening
prayer this morning in the House
Chamber.

Pastor Hoffer resides in Reading,
Pennsylvania, and is the pastor at the
Mount Culmen Evangelical Congrega-
tional Church in East Earl, Pennsyl-
vania. He was born in Lancaster Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania, and graduated from
Manheim Central High School.

Mr. Speaker, he served with distinc-
tion in the United States Navy during
World War II. He graduated from Leb-
anon Valley College in 1953 and went

on to study theology at the Evan-
gelical School of Theology in Myers-
town, Pennsylvania.

He and his wife Anna have been mar-
ried for 48 years and are the proud par-
ents of a son, Craig, and three grand-
children.

On behalf of all of my colleagues, I
would like to thank Reverend Hoffer
for his spiritual guidance this morning.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8
of rule XX, the pending business is the
question of agreeing to the Chair’s ap-
proval of the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings.

The question is on the Chair’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 336, nays 68,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 26, as
follows:

[Roll No. 122]

YEAS—336

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett

Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner

Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
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Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer

Hulshof
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Largent
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts

Pombo
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—68

Aderholt
Baird
Bonior
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Condit
Costello
Crane
Crowley
Cummings
DeFazio
DeLauro
Evans
Filner
Frost
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holt

Hutchinson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy (MN)
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Larsen (WA)
Lee
LoBiondo
McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Menendez
Miller, George
Moore
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Pallone

Pastor
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Ramstad
Rothman
Sabo
Sanchez
Schaffer
Slaughter
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters
Wu

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—26

Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Cubin
Doyle
English
Ganske
Gilman
Gordon

Hayworth
Herger
Hunter
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Leach
Lucas (OK)

McKinney
Moakley
Rangel
Roybal-Allard
Sanders
Weller
Wicker
Young (AK)

b 1027

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated for:
Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.

122 I was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 17, 2001.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to

transmit herewith a copy of the unofficial
results received from Dick Filling, Commis-
sioner, Bureau of Commissions, Elections
and Legislation, Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, indicating that, according to the unof-
ficial results of the Special Election held on
May 15, 2001, the Honorable Bill Shuster was
elected to the Office of Representative in
Congress, from the Ninth Congressional Dis-
trict, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

With best wishes, I am,
Sincerely,

JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk.

Attachment.

SPECIAL ELECTION, REPRESENTATIVE IN THE
U.S. CONGRESS, 9TH CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT, COUNTIES OF BEDFORD, BLAIR, CEN-
TRE, CLEARFIELD, FRANKLIN, FULTON, HUN-
TINGDON, JUNIATA, MIFFLIN, PERRY AND
SNYDER, MAY 15, 2001

Unofficial Results

Vote Totals
Republican—Bill Shuster ............ 55,549
Democratic—H. Scott Conklin .... 47,049
Green—Alanna K. Hartzok .......... 4,420

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE
BILL SHUSTER OF PENNSYL-
VANIA AS A MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BILL SHUSTER)
be permitted to take the oath of office
today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER. Will the Representa-

tive-elect and the Members of the
Pennsylvania delegation present them-
selves in the well of the House and take
the oath of office.

Mr. SHUSTER appeared at the bar of
the House and took the oath of office,
as follows:

Do you solely swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you will take this obliga-
tion freely, without any mental res-
ervation or purpose of evasion; and
that you will well and faithfully dis-
charge the duties of the office on which
you are about to enter. So help you
God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You
are now a Member of the 107th Con-
gress of the United States.

f
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INTRODUCTION OF BILL SHUSTER,
NEW MEMBER FROM PENNSYL-
VANIA

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor and extreme privilege to intro-
duce the newest Member of the House
to its Members here. He succeeds an in-
dividual who has become anonymous
and who is little known in this Cham-
ber but, despite that, we will present
him with the distinction that he car-
ries a name that has been a part of our
traditions for many, many years. He is,
of course, the son of Bud Shuster.

Beyond that, he, as an individual,
was elected in the heart of Pennsyl-
vania, was born and raised in that area,
in Hollidaysburg, where he went to
school and became a star athlete in
three varsity sports, and who then
went to Dickinson College. And by the
way, what that does is double the num-
ber of Dickinson College graduates of
this body in the Dickinson College Cau-
cus, which I chair. Then he went and
received a master’s degree from Amer-
ican University. All the way up, he
worked as a farm laborer, as a con-
struction worker, in various busi-
nesses, until, at the time of his elec-
tion, he was an entrepreneur in the
automobile business.

His two children, who are with him,
Ali, age 13, and Garrett, who is nine,
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are with him, as is the mother of the
children, Rebecca, and a whole host of
Shuster family and supporters. He is
ready to tackle the job. He has talked
about nothing except his future service
in the House of Representatives. He is
eager to take his place among us. We
are ready to hear him and to help him
and to help him become a great Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives.
BILL SHUSTER.

f

READY TO REPRESENT THE PEO-
PLE OF THE NINTH DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA
(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania very
much for the introduction.

Mr. Speaker, it is truly an honor to
stand here today as the newest Rep-
resentative from the Ninth District
from Pennsylvania. I want to thank
the voters of central Pennsylvania for
this incredible privilege. The faith and
trust the people of Pennsylvania have
placed in me is indeed an awesome re-
sponsibility.

Over the past 41⁄2 months, I have trav-
eled throughout the 11 counties that
make up the ninth district, from
DuBois to Chambersburg. I have lis-
tened closely to the concerns of the
people: teachers, factory workers, sen-
ior citizens, business owners, young
people and farmers. And I come here
today ready to represent their values
and bring their voices and concerns to
Washington.

Job creation, tax relief for our fami-
lies and businesses, strengthening and
securing Social Security and Medicare
for this generation and the next are
among my top priorities. I am particu-
larly honored to be sworn in today and
cast my first vote for H.R. 1, the Presi-
dent’s education plan. As the father of
two young children in public schools
and the husband of a schoolteacher, I
can tell my colleagues that reforming
and improving our education system is
one of the most important areas that
Congress can act on.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to the
days and months ahead working with
my colleagues, and especially those in
the Pennsylvania delegation, in accom-
plishing the people’s business.

Finally, I want to thank my family
and friends, many of whom have trav-
eled down here to be with me today.
Without their continued love and sup-
port, I would not be here. I would espe-
cially like to thank my mother, Pat;
and my father, Bud; my wife, Becky;
and my two children, Ali and Garrett.
Again, none of this would be possible
without their love and support.

f

HOPE FOR CHILDREN ACT
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by

direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 141 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 141
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 622) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the
adoption credit, and for other purposes. The
bill shall be considered as read for amend-
ment. The amendment recommended by the
Committee on Ways and Means now printed
in the bill shall be considered as adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill, as amended, to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1)
one hour of debate on the bill, as amended,
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means; and (2) one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentlewoman from
Ohio is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HALL); pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of the resolution,
all time yielded is for the purpose of
debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 141
makes in order the bill H.R. 622, the
Hope for Children Act, under a closed
rule. The rule provides for 1 hour of de-
bate to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means. The rule waives all
points of order against consideration of
the bill. Finally, the rule provides for
one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

While this is a closed rule, it is im-
portant for my colleagues to under-
stand that this bill represents a bipar-
tisan effort that has the support of 289
Members of this body and could be
passed under suspension. However, this
rule will provide extra time for my col-
leagues to debate and discuss the im-
portance of the adoption tax credit.

Mr. Speaker, adoption is an issue
that holds a special place in my heart.
It blesses a loving couple with the joy
of parenthood and provides wanting
children the chance to find permanency
in their lives and love in their hearts.
As an adoptive parent, I know first-
hand this joy, but I also understand the
financial burdens that it places on a
family. Tragically, this burden can be
so high that it prevents a couple from
becoming a family and sadly leaves a
needing child without a home.

Mr. Speaker, as an original cosponsor
of the legislation that created this tax
credit 5 years ago, and an original co-
sponsor of this, the Hope for Children
Act, I am proud to be here today dis-
cussing these important changes that
serve to update the adoption credit.
Since the passage of the original credit
5 years ago, Congress has been working
hard to strengthen adoption laws in
the United States.

In the 1996 legislation, we included a
provision that prohibited discrimina-

tion in adoption or foster care place-
ments, helping to assure that the cul-
tural, ethnic or racial background of a
child would not hinder the placement
into a loving home. Then, in 1997, Con-
gress passed one of the most important
child welfare laws in 20 years, the
Adoption and Safe Families Act. This
legislation helped to ensure that con-
sideration of a child’s safety is para-
mount in placement decisions.

June of 2000 saw the introduction of
the adoption stamp, which many in
Congress supported as a way to bring
awareness to the 122,000 children wait-
ing to be adopted in this country alone.
In October of 2000, with passage of the
Intercountry Adoption Act, the United
States became the 39th country to rat-
ify the Hague Convention, a coopera-
tive framework between countries
which ensures that a child’s best inter-
ests are safeguarded during inter-
country adoption processes.

That same month, Congress passed
the Child Citizenship Act, a bill that
grants automatic citizenship to for-
eign-born children adopted by Amer-
ican parents. And then came the
Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts, which bolsters the efficiency
and effectiveness of courts so that chil-
dren in our child welfare system are
not kept from permanent homes due to
delays in the court system.

Now, in 2001, this House will consider
the Hope for Children Act, legislation
designed to help foster and facilitate
adoptions; legislation that will
strengthen families across the Nation;
and legislation that will help to pro-
vide loving homes to children who des-
perately need them.

Current law provides a $5,000 tax
credit to families for qualifying adop-
tion expenses when adopting a child
and $6,000 for a child with special
needs. This is set to expire. Over 289
Members of the House have cospon-
sored the Hope for Children Act to
show their support for extending and
updating these sections of the code.
H.R. 622 would begin by making the
current tax credits a permanent part of
the Tax Code. It would also raise the
credit limitations to better reflect the
costs of adoptions, allowing families to
claim up to $10,000 in qualifying ex-
penses upon adoption.

Statistics from the National Adop-
tion Information Clearinghouse show
that the cost of adoptions range from
$4,000 on the low end to sometimes over
$30,000 on the high end, depending on
such factors as the cost of birth-parent
counseling, adoptive-parent home
study and preparation, the child’s birth
expenses and post-placement super-
vision until the adoption is finalized.
This bill will update the credit to bet-
ter reflect the costs associated with
adoption today. This increase will pro-
vide an additional $4,000 to the tax
credit for special needs adoptions.

Mr. Speaker, 63 percent of the chil-
dren waiting in foster care are between
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the ages of 6 and 18. With this in-
creased age comes an increased likeli-
hood that these children will be classi-
fied by the State as special-needs chil-
dren due to histories of emotional,
physical, and sexual abuse. We have
children waiting to be adopted that
bring with them physical handicaps,
and entire sibling groups that need to
be placed in a home together. These
children, more than any others, need a
loving, permanent home; and families
that will open their hearts should be
given the utmost support. All of these
important changes will be available to
families beginning with expenses in-
curred in the 2002 tax year.

Mr. Speaker, we have to reduce the
financial burden that adoption can
place on families so that couples can
become families and more children can
sleep peacefully under the roof of lov-
ing parents. The Hope for Children Act
will continue the hard work and dedi-
cation this Congress has devoted to
adoption by reducing this huge finan-
cial barrier. It will help more children
find the love of a family.

I urge all my colleagues to support
both the rule and this important legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I thank my friend, the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a closed rule. It
will allow for the consideration of the
bill called the Hope for Children Act,
H.R. 622. As my colleague from Ohio
has described, this rule provides for 1
hour of general debate to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

b 1045

Under the rule, no amendments are
in order.

Mr. Speaker, this bill permanently
extends the adoption tax credit. It
raises it to $10,000. The bill also perma-
nently extends the exclusion from in-
come for employer-provided adoption
assistance and raises it to $10,000.
Under current law the amount in both
provisions is $6,000 for special-needs
children and $5,000 for other children.

Special-needs children include those
who have physical, mental or emo-
tional handicaps that make difficult
placing the child with adoptive par-
ents.

Mr. Speaker, permanently placing
foster children with loving, adoptive
parents is an important goal for our so-
ciety. In doing so, we are setting a firm
foundation in life for these children
and strengthening our society as a
whole. Therefore, it is appropriate for
our government, including the Federal
Tax Code, to encourage adoptions.

I am proud to join the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) and close to 200
of my House colleagues as a cosponsor
of the bill. Almost two-thirds of the

House has cosponsored this legislation.
I regret that this is a closed rule which
will not permit any amendments. Even
in the case of tax bills, it is often cus-
tomary to permit one substitute
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us does
not offer sufficient incentives to pro-
mote the adoption of special-needs
children; and although the bill does in-
crease the size of the adoption tax
credit, the definition of qualified adop-
tion expenses is inadequate to help the
overwhelming majority of families
adopting special-needs children. Be-
cause this is a closed rule, there will be
no opportunity to improve this on the
House floor.

It is the understanding of concerned
Democratic members of the Committee
on Ways and Means that this issue will
be addressed later in the legislative
process. I am concerned about this
closed rule. However, the bill was ap-
proved by the Committee on Ways and
Means with Democratic support. The
bill clearly has the overwhelming sup-
port of House Members on both sides of
the aisle; therefore, I support the pas-
sage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), an adop-
tive father himself.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
stand in support of the rule. I do not
like closed rules myself, but I think in
this case with the bipartisan support
that we have on the bill, I doubt if
there will be very many people opposed
to it. I support the rule and am a co-
sponsor of the bill.

I have a son. He happens to be adopt-
ed. I would like to tell people that
there is no difference between a nat-
ural son and an adopted son as far as
the love and care, through better and
worse. Like all children, you have
problems; but it has been a blessing to
my wife and myself.

I would also tell you a story. My
brother, when he was going to college,
was dating a young lady. Unbeknownst
to him, the young lady became preg-
nant. She went away to Kansas City
and gave birth to this child without my
brother’s knowledge.

Later on, my brother married this
same young lady. They had two chil-
dren. Later on, the adopted child want-
ed to know who her parents were. My
niece, Louise, sought to find her moth-
er. It took almost 2 years. She arrived
in St. Louis and called my sister-in-law
and said, ‘‘I think you are my mother.’’
Louise had been adopted. She turned
out to be living about a mile away
from her natural parents.

When she arrived, she had no idea she
had a natural father and a natural
brother and sister. Louise is now preg-
nant with her third child. No, the child
will not be aborted; and the child will
have a loving family from Josh and
Louise. A loving mother who supported
her daughter’s right to seek her nat-

ural parents is very close to my broth-
er and the entire family.

So the story, Mr. Speaker, is that
adopted children, there are success sto-
ries. And it is a wonderful thing that I
think Members on both sides of the
aisle are doing here by making it pos-
sible to go forward with this bill. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the sponsors of this
bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I too
rise in support of the rule and the un-
derlying bill. I was among its original
cosponsors, and I want to take a mo-
ment to commend the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) for
their leadership.

The bill will make it possible for
many more families to provide children
with loving and permanent homes. But
I would be remiss not to acknowledge
my disappointment that the bill we are
considering today is not the one that I
cosponsored originally. It has been
stripped of one of its most important
provisions which was designed to help
those adoptive families most in need of
our assistance, those who adopt chil-
dren with special needs.

Children with special needs are those
who, because of their age, race, dis-
ability or other characteristics, would
be unlikely to find a permanent home
without special assistance. Many are
older, some have mental or physical or
emotional problems. Not only are these
children the least likely to find a lov-
ing home, but when they do find a
home, their adoptive parents typically
face financial burdens in caring for
them.

There are some 125,000, approxi-
mately, children in foster care now
who are eligible for adoption and who
continue to wait and wait and wait for
a permanent placement. The vast ma-
jority of these children are so-called
children with special needs.

The credit actually does little for
these families, unfortunately, because
it can be applied to only such adoption-
related expenses as adoption fees, court
costs and attorneys’ fees. Most special-
needs children are adopted from foster
care and publicly-supported institu-
tions, and the families who do adopt
them do not incur these kinds of ex-
penses. That is why the Department of
Treasury reported last October that
only 15 percent of these families were
able to claim any tax benefits under
the credit for 1998.

The provision that was removed from
the bill would have remedied this situ-
ation by providing a $10,000 tax credit
for families who adopt special-needs
children irrespective of the nature of
the expenses they incur in providing
for the child.

Mr. Speaker, this would have ensured
that all adoptive parents could partake
equally in the benefits of the credit.
Most importantly, it would have pro-
vided a meaningful incentive to those
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who are eager to adopt children with
special needs but maybe are unable to
absorb all of the extraordinary finan-
cial burdens that this can entail.

As an adoptive father myself, I be-
lieve we have a strong interest as a so-
ciety, as a Nation, in encouraging all
adoptions, but especially those that
provide a permanent home to a child
with special needs.

As I indicated, I am going to support
the bill, but I hope very much that a
way can be found to reinstate the pro-
vision before it is sent to the President
for his signature.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I, too, regret that the
provision that the gentleman spoke of
is not included. However, we have as-
surances from our Committee on Ways
and Means that this matter will be sub-
ject to hearings. I think there is great
support for it in the Senate. I, too,
hope it is added before it goes to the
President for signature.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP),
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means and a champion of the issue
of adoption in the House of Representa-
tives.

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time,
and for her leadership on the issue of
adoption.

Mr. Speaker, since 1995, we have
made tremendous progress from the
creation of the credit, to ending dis-
crimination in adoption, to the Adop-
tion in Safe Families Act, a stamp
commemorating adoption, the Inter-
country Adoption Act to help people
who are adopting children from abroad,
and the Child Citizenship Act to make
sure that children who are foreign born
who are adopted by American parents
receive automatic citizenship. That
had been a real hang-up for families
who are adopting. And also for the
Abuse and Neglect Act; and now, of
course, today increasing the credit.

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule. This
bill represents a unanimous bipartisan
effort from the Committee on Ways
and Means and from the House. There
are well over 289 cosponsors, a signifi-
cant amount of support.

This rule will provide extra time for
my colleagues to debate and discuss
the importance of this act. The credit,
as I said, was originally enacted in the
mid-1990s. A portion of that original
law is set to expire. So if we do not act,
we will lose the adoption credit, and we
need to update the language of this bill
to better reflect the realities and cost
of adoption today.

The Hope for Children Act will make
permanent an update of the adoption
tax credit, increasing the credit to
$10,000 per eligible child and raising the
income caps and exempting the credit
from the Alternative Minimum Tax, so

there are no adverse tax consequences
for people who use this credit.

It will also extend the gross income
exclusion for employer-provided adop-
tion assistance programs and raise that
maximum exclusion to $10,000 as well.

As has been stated, this is about chil-
dren and families and about finding a
loving home for children who do not
have homes. That is the most impor-
tant thing in this bill.

Mr. Speaker, again I wanted to com-
mend the leadership on the bipartisan
effort of this bill, and especially the
leadership of the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) who has brought the
issue of adoption to the floor.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill and also the rule, and for the very
strong pro-family, pro-adoption tax re-
lief policy, Hope for Children Act. Chil-
dren’s issues, and specifically pro-
moting adoption and improving foster
care, have been important legislative
goals in my career. I am proud to have
worked with President Clinton and his
staff in a bipartisan way in this Con-
gress back in 1996 when we passed the
original bill that helped break down
the financial and bureaucratic barriers
to adoption, giving every child what
every child needs and deserves: loving
parents and a strong, stable home.

This legislation eases the cost of
adoption by increasing the adoption
tax credit that expired this year from
$5,000 to $10,000 for all adoptions, and
increases the employer adoption assist-
ance exclusion to $10,000.

Every child deserves a loving family.
This legislation helps provide assist-
ance to those families who wish to add
a child to their lives. All parents today
face the stark reality that raising chil-
dren, although wonderful and a true
joy, is also increasingly expensive. The
simple cost of going through the adop-
tion process can be very expensive.

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that this
Congress will also be able to address
the item that my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts raised, the needs of parents
who wish to adopt special-needs chil-
dren. And I am pleased that my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. Pryce), states a commitment from
the Committee on Ways and Means to
address this later in the session has
been forthcoming.

These children are often older and
have handicaps and medical conditions,
and I urge my colleagues to work with
the gentlewoman and others in the fu-
ture to make sure that this is also in-
cluded.

Again, I applaud the bipartisan lead-
ership on this bill. With so many chil-
dren in need of homes, it is morally
right for Congress to relieve some of
the financial burdens for these fami-
lies.

All Members of Congress know that
our doors are continually beaten down

by those seeking various tax benefits
for specific special interests. Children’s
voices often fail to be heard today in
Washington, and I am pleased to stand
in support with my colleagues of our
Nation’s children. This will help thou-
sands of children waiting for a family
that wants them, and it will help thou-
sands of middle-class parents adopt
them. It is an important bill. I urge a
‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule and the under-
lying bill.

b 1100

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE).

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the rule and of the Hope for Children
Act. I thank my colleagues on the Hope
Coalition for their bipartisan leader-
ship on this issue, especially the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio.

Mr. Speaker, there are very few
things that can touch a life more than
providing a home for a child without a
family. The presence of parents in a
child’s life is undoubtedly the single
most important aspect of their devel-
opment. However, many would-be par-
ents of children without homes are pre-
vented from opening their doors due to
the high cost of adoption.

Mr. Speaker, the Hope for Children
Act will tear down the financial bar-
riers to adoption by doubling the adop-
tion tax credit from $5,000 to $10,000.
While this credit may cause a rel-
atively small loss in revenue for the
Federal Government, it is a significant
step to placing loving families and
children together.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote for the Hope for Chil-
dren Act. It is said that He puts the
lonely in families. It is the Hope for
Children Act that puts the Congress in
the business of putting lonely children
into the families of America.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS).

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Ohio for yielding me this time.

I support the rule. This bipartisan
legislation addresses the needs of this
country’s most vulnerable citizens, the
children. Many families who would like
to open their homes to children in need
are prevented from doing so because of
the $8,000 to $30,000 cost that is associ-
ated with this. The increase in the
adoption tax credit to $10,000 for all
adoptions would greatly facilitate the
placement of children into permanent
homes.

In Congress, we are limited as to
what we can do to promote healthy
families. We cannot legislate kindness
from parents towards their children
nor can we legislate responsible paren-
tal behavior. Therefore, it is our duty
to do what is in our power to encourage
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strong families. One such thing we can
do is to enable these families who
would like to open their households as
permanent and loving homes for chil-
dren in need. This legislation relieves
the heavy financial burden placed on
these families.

Any family who wishes to care for
these children in a permanent way
should have the support of this body. I
support the rule and urge passage of
the bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

This is a good piece of legislation. I
think many of us are very proud to be
on it. We hope as the bill makes its
way through the legislative process
that this amendment addressing spe-
cial-needs children is added. We sup-
port the bill and the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

This issue is very close to my heart
and a personal priority. By reducing
the financial burden that adoption can
place on families, more couples can
share their love with lonely, wanting
children. That is what it is all about,
fulfilling the dreams of those who long
for a family.

I would like to give my personal
thanks to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for their ex-
traordinary efforts on behalf of this
bill; the majority leader, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY); and
the Adoption Caucus. I urge all my col-
leagues to support both the rule and
this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LATOURETTE). The question is on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 1,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 123]

YEAS—415

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker

Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen

Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner

Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode

Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo

Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin

Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis

Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)

Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Stark

NOT VOTING—16

Bilirakis
Borski
Brady (PA)
Condit
Cooksey
Cubin

Ganske
Gilman
Hunter
Kilpatrick
Largent
Lewis (GA)

Lucas (OK)
Pence
Radanovich
Tierney

b 1126

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi
changed his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant

to House Resolution 141, I call up the
bill (H.R. 622) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the
adoption credit, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LATOURETTE). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 141, the bill is considered read
for amendment.

The text of H.R. 622 is as follows:
H.R. 622

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Hope for
Children Act’’.
SEC. 2. EXPANSION OF ADOPTION CREDIT AND

ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) ADOPTION CREDIT.—Section 23(a)(1) of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
to allowance of credit) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax imposed by this chapter—

‘‘(A) in the case of an adoption of a child
other than a child with special needs, the
amount of the qualified adoption expenses
paid or incurred by the taxpayer, and

‘‘(B) in the case of an adoption of a child
with special needs, $10,000.’’.

(2) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137(a) of such Code (relating to adoption
assistance programs) is amended to read as
follows:
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‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Gross income of an em-

ployee does not include amounts paid or ex-
penses incurred by the employer for adoption
expenses in connection with the adoption of
a child by an employee if such amounts are
furnished pursuant to an adoption assistance
program. The amount of the exclusion shall
be—

‘‘(1) in the case of an adoption of a child
other than a child with special needs, the
amount of the qualified adoption expenses
paid or incurred by the taxpayer, and

‘‘(2) in the case of an adoption of a child
with special needs, $10,000.’’.

(b) DOLLAR LIMITATIONS.—
(1) DOLLAR AMOUNT OF ALLOWED EX-

PENSES.—
(A) ADOPTION EXPENSES.—Section 23(b)(1)

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to allowance of credit) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$10,000’’,

(ii) by striking ‘‘($6,000, in the case of a
child with special needs)’’, and

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (a)(1)(A)’’.

(B) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137(b)(1) of such Code (relating to dollar
limitations for adoption assistance pro-
grams) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$10,000’’, and

(ii) by striking ‘‘($6,000, in the case of a
child with special needs)’’, and

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (a)(1)’’.

(2) PHASE-OUT LIMITATION.—
(A) ADOPTION EXPENSES.—Clause (i) of sec-

tion 23(b)(2)(A) of such Code (relating to in-
come limitation) is amended by striking
‘‘$75,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$150,000’’.

(B) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137(b)(2)(A) of such Code (relating to in-
come limitation) is amended by striking
‘‘$75,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$150,000’’.

(c) YEAR CREDIT ALLOWED.—Section 23(a)(2)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to year credit allowed) is amended by
adding at the end the following new flush
sentence:

‘‘In the case of the adoption of a child with
special needs, the credit allowed under para-
graph (1) shall be allowed for the taxable
year in which the adoption becomes final.’’.

(d) REPEAL OF SUNSET PROVISIONS.—
(1) CHILDREN WITHOUT SPECIAL NEEDS.—

Paragraph (2) of section 23(d) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to definition
of eligible child) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible
child’ means any individual who—

‘‘(A) has not attained age 18, or
‘‘(B) is physically or mentally incapable of

caring for himself.’’.
(2) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-

tion 137 of such Code (relating to adoption
assistance programs) is amended by striking
subsection (f).

(e) ADJUSTMENT OF DOLLAR AND INCOME
LIMITATIONS FOR INFLATION.—

(1) ADOPTION CREDIT.—Section 23 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
adoption expenses) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (h) as subsection (i) and by
inserting after subsection (g) the following
new subsection:

‘‘(h) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—In the
case of a taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002, each of the dollar amounts
in subsection (a)(1)(B) and paragraphs (1) and
(2)(A)(i) of subsection (b) shall be increased
by an amount equal to—

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-

mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.’’.

(2) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137 of such Code (relating to adoption
assistance programs), as amended by sub-
section (d), is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(f) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—In the
case of a taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002, each of the dollar amounts
in subsection (a)(2) and paragraphs (1) and
(2)(A) of subsection (b) shall be increased by
an amount equal to—

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.’’.

(f) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 23(c) of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
carryforwards of unused credit) is amended
by striking ‘‘the limitation imposed’’ and all
that follows through ‘‘1400C)’’ and inserting
‘‘the applicable tax limitation’’.

(2) APPLICABLE TAX LIMITATION.—Section
23(d) of such Code (relating to definitions) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) APPLICABLE TAX LIMITATION.—The
term ‘applicable tax limitation’ means the
sum of—

‘‘(A) the taxpayer’s regular tax liability for
the taxable year, reduced (but not below
zero) by the sum of the credits allowed by
sections 21, 22, 24 (other than the amount of
the increase under subsection (d) thereof), 25,
and 25A, and

‘‘(B) the tax imposed by section 55 for such
taxable year.’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 26(a) of such Code (relating to

limitation based on amount of tax) is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘(other than section 23)’’
after ‘‘allowed by this subpart’’.

(B) Section 53(b)(1) of such Code (relating
to minimum tax credit) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘reduced by the aggregate amount
taken into account under section 23(d)(3)(B)
for all such prior taxable years,’’ after
‘‘1986,’’.

(g) CREDIT RENAMED THE TOM BLILEY ADOP-
TION CREDIT.—

(1) The heading of section 23 of such Code
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 23. TOM BLILEY ADOPTION CREDIT.’’.

(2) The item relating to section 23 in the
table of sections for subpart A of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 23. Tom Bliley adoption credit.’’.

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in the bill is adopt-
ed.

The text of H.R. 622, as amended, is
as follows:

H.R. 622
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Hope for Chil-
dren Act’’.
SEC. 2. INCREASED TAX INCENTIVES FOR ADOP-

TIONS.
(a) INCREASE IN MAXIMUM BENEFIT.—Section

23(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to dollar limitation) is amended by
striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘$10,000.’’.

(b) BENEFITS MADE PERMANENT FOR ALL
CHILDREN.—Paragraph (2) of section 23(d) of
such Code is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible child’
means any individual who—

‘‘(A) has not attained age 18, or
‘‘(B) is physically or mentally incapable of

caring for himself.’’.
(c) INCREASE IN PHASEOUT.—Clause (i) of sec-

tion 23(b)(2)(A) of such Code (relating to income
limitation) is amended by striking ‘‘$75,000’’ and
inserting ‘‘$150,000’’.

(d) CREDIT ALLOWED AGAINST ALTERNATIVE
MINIMUM TAX.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 23
of such Code is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—
The credit allowed under subsection (a) for any
taxable year shall not exceed the excess of—

‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability (as
defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax imposed by
section 55, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under
this subpart (other than this section) and sec-
tion 27 for the taxable year.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subsection (c) of section 23 of such Code

is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘section 26(a)’’ and inserting

‘‘subsection (b)(4)’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘reduced by the sum of the

credits allowable under this subpart (other than
this section and section 1400C)’’.

(B) Paragraph (1) of section 26(a) of such
Code is amended by inserting ‘‘(other than sec-
tion 23)’’ after ‘‘this subpart’’.

(C) Section 904(h) of such Code is amended by
inserting ‘‘(other than section 23)’’ after ‘‘chap-
ter’’.

(D) Subsection (d) of section 1400C of such
Code is amended by inserting ‘‘and section 23’’
after ‘‘this section’’.

(e) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO EMPLOYER-PRO-
VIDED ADOPTION ASSISTANCE.—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 137(b) of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and all
that follows and inserting ‘‘$10,000.’’.

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 137(b)(2) of
such Code is amended by striking ‘‘$75,000’’ and
inserting ‘‘$150,000’’.

(3) Section 137 of such Code is amended by
striking subsection (f) (relating to termination).

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2001.

(2) EXPENSES PAID OR INCURRED IN PRIOR
YEARS.—Expenses paid or incurred during any
taxable year beginning before January 1, 2002,
may be taken into account in determining the
credit under section 23 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 for a taxable year beginning on or
after such date only to the extent the aggregate
of such expenses does not exceed the applicable
limitation under section 23(b)(1) of such Code as
in effect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
and the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN) each will control 30 minutes of
debate on the bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS).
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Before us today is H.R. 622, the Hope
for Children Act. Most importantly, I
want to thank the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) and the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE)
for their leadership in moving this
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piece of legislation forward. But as
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, I also want to congratulate
Members on both sides of the aisle on
the Committee on Ways and Means.

The bill before us today is not as the
bill was introduced. It was amended in
committee to bring together both the
idea of the Tax Code assisting in adop-
tion and the President’s proposals as
outlined during the campaign. This bill
may, in fact, be changed as it moves
through the legislative process with
the Senate; but the heart of the bill,
the fundamental purpose of the bill,
will not change; that is, that the dollar
amounts currently in law, some of
them subject to termination, will be
made permanent and increased in the
hope that adoption will be utilized
more frequently in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I have a Statement of
Administration Policy that I would
like inserted in the RECORD. The heart
of the Statement of Administration
Policy is ‘‘H.R. 622 is consistent with
the President’s priorities, which in-
clude permanently extending and in-
creasing the adoption tax credit.’’

That is the focus that we should
place on this bill, and this is one of
those opportunities to engage in a dis-
cussion and debate on the floor of the
House in a way that we do not do it as
often as we would like; but joining to-
gether on this particular bill, it will be
a very rewarding morning.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, May 17, 2001.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

(THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN COORDINATED BY
OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES)

The Administration supports House pas-
sage of H.R. 622, the Hope for Children Act,
as an important pro-family and pro-adoption
tax relief initiative. H.R. 622 is consistent
with the President’s priorities, which include
permanently extending and increasing the
adoption tax credit. The Administration
looks forward to working with Congress
through the legislative process to achieve a
result that best embodies the objectives of
the President’s plan.
Pay-As-You-Go Scoring

Any law that would reduce receipts is sub-
ject to the pay-as-you-go requirements of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act. Accordingly, H.R. 622 or any
substitute amendment in lieu thereof, that
will also reduce revenues, will be subject to
the pay-as-you-go requirement. The Admin-
istration will work with Congress to ensure
that any unintended sequester of spending
does not occur under current law or the en-
actment of any other proposals that meet
the President’s objectives to reduce the debt,
fund priority initiatives, and grant tax relief
to all income tax paying Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, there is
broad support for the underlying goals
of H.R. 622, to assist families in meet-
ing their needs on adoption. The bill,
as the chairman has indicated, would

increase the adoption credit to $10,000.
That is broadly supported in this body.

Secondly, it would make permanent
the adoption credit. In current law, the
adoption credit for special-needs chil-
dren is already permanent, and this bill
would make it permanent for all adop-
tions to use the credit; and there is
broad support for that provision.

Mr. Speaker, let me point out two
concerns that we have with this bill.
As I indicated, we supported the bill,
but we have two concerns. First, this is
the eighth tax bill that has been con-
sidered by this body. This bill is not
part of the $1.25 trillion budget that
has passed both this body and the other
body. So we are already starting to see
additional tax bills that are going to be
considered that are going to go beyond
the $1.25 trillion.

One of the concerns that has been ex-
pressed by the Democrats is that we, in
fact, are going to be having tax relief
far in excess of what is provided in the
budget resolution. I regret this will
probably not be the last time that we
will be making this point, that there
will be other tax bills that are going to
be brought forward that exceed the
budget resolution that was passed by
this body.

The second concern, and we have al-
ready heard this by other speakers
speaking on the rule, is that there is
not enough help in this legislation for
parents who want to adopt special-
needs children. The children that fall
into this category are our most dif-
ficult children to place with adoptive
parents. These are usually older chil-
dren, children that come out of foster
care, children that have one or more
disabilities. We want to help these chil-
dren find permanent homes.

Unfortunately, today, only one out of
seven parents who adopt a child with
special needs can take advantage of the
credit that is in the law for adoption
expenses; and the main reason for this
is that the expenses that qualify for
the adoption credit are normally paid
for by the social agencies that are in-
volved in adoption of children with spe-
cial needs. Those parents who can take
advantage of the adoption credit find
that they do not have as much ex-
penses and they do not reach the limit.
The percentage of parents who are
using the adoption credit with special-
needs children are much lower in
reaching the credit than those that are
adopting other children. So, therefore,
this bill that costs $2.5 billion over the
10-year window will have little benefit
for helping children with special needs
find permanent placements.

Mr. Speaker, there are 122,000 chil-
dren waiting for adoption with special
needs. I think we can do more to help
families. The original bill had a provi-
sion in it that allowed the $10,000 credit
without the documentation of costs.
That amendment would cost about $125
million, a small fraction of the money
that the underlying bill that has been
reported to this body would cost.

Mr. Speaker, we support this bill; but
I would hope that we could do better. I

would like just, if I might, to quote
from the Committee Report, and I
thank the chairman for including this
language in our committee report:
‘‘The committee, however, is aware
that families adopting special-needs
children may incur continuing ex-
penses after the adoption is finalized
that are not eligible for these benefits.
The committee will continue to search
for ways to help alleviate these post-
adoption expenses.’’

I want the chairman to know that we
want to work with him in finding a
way in which we can provide additional
assistance to families who are adopting
special-needs children. We think we
can do better, and we hope as the bill
works its way through the legislative
process we will find a way to take care
of that need.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume, in
part to respond to my colleague from
Maryland.

In terms of his concerns about find-
ing money to pay for this particular
program or, indeed, any other program,
because notwithstanding the budget
reconciliation numbers, there is in-
cluded in that budget reconciliation an
estimated revenue stream outside of
reconciliation of more than $18 billion
over 10 years, more than enough to pay
for this particular program, and for a
number of others that I would say the
Committee on Ways and Means will
probably be looking at. These are not
large amounts of money, and they can
be accommodated.

The question is ordering our prior-
ities; and it seems to me that based
upon the support of this bill that this
ought to be very high on our priority
list to claim its fair share of that rev-
enue outside of reconciliation.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) be permitted
to control the remaining time, some-
one who has been instrumental in help-
ing us shape this legislation and move
it forward.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
I want to thank the gentleman from

California (Mr. THOMAS), the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
for his leadership on this very impor-
tant issue. This bill would not have
come to the floor without his support
and effort. Also, I am grateful for the
bipartisan effort that this bill has en-
joyed.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important
to also mention that the former chair-
man of the Committee on Commerce,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLI-
LEY), originally introduced this bill in
the last Congress, and along with the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE)
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and the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DEMINT) helped bring this bill
to the floor.

Obviously, I support the Hope for
Children Act, H.R. 622, which would
raise the tax credit for adoption to
$10,000. Currently the maximum credit
is $6,000 for families who adopt a spe-
cial-needs child and $5,000 for all other
adoptions. The credit is set to expire
this year, and H.R. 622 would make the
credit permanent. The special-needs
credit, as the gentleman from Mary-
land mentioned, is permanent now. But
furthermore, the Hope for Children Act
applies to all adoptions, both domestic
and intercountry. As the lead sponsor
of the Adoption and Safe Families Act,
which was signed into law in November
of 1997, I am pleased that we are con-
tinuing our efforts to make adoptions
easier.

I supported the legislation which was
signed into law that provided adoptive
parents a $5,000 per child adoption cred-
it, but now it is time to expand this tax
credit and make it permanent. Fami-
lies can spend anywhere from $8,000 to
$30,000 to adopt a child; and we need to
ease the financial burden that really
gets in the way of children finding per-
manent and loving homes.

I have heard from many families like
William and Susan Logan of Midland,
Michigan, who would like to open their
home to a child, but are prevented or
delayed from doing so because of the
high cost of adoption. The good news is
that the Logans will be traveling
abroad in the next couple of weeks to
bring home the newest addition to
their family.

Regrettably, there are thousands
more children who are without perma-
nent families, and it is time we work
together to ensure they find a loving
home. I believe that now is the time to
help those children find the families
they are waiting for so that they may
enjoy a wonderful, loving relationship.
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on
H.R. 622.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time and for being so generous with his
time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very nostalgic
moment for me. My late wife, Jo, and
I started our family with adoption. We
brought Ted into our family in April of
1968; and there followed Noelle and
Annie and Monica, and now grand-
children, granddaughters. It would not
have been possible without adoption.

I started thinking about what we
were able to do, how we were able to af-
ford the cost of adoption. But there are
many others who could not. And in
1977, I introduced what then was recog-
nized as the very first bill to provide fi-
nancial assistance for adoption, a mod-
est $1,500 tax deduction. Well, it was re-

jected by Treasury as costing too
much; Treasury could not afford it.
There was not really much of a move-
ment across this country for adoption
in those days. So I began to work to
build a consensus. With the help of
Members on both sides of the aisle, it is
remarkable how I found support, for
example, from our former colleague,
Mr. Lightfoot of Iowa, who himself was
an adopted child; from Mr. BLILEY, the
gentleman from Virginia, who was an
adoptive parent. Over time, we built a
consensus and a bipartisan momentum
until in 1996, 20 years later, legislation
was enacted to provide, not a tax de-
duction, but a much more valuable
$5,000 tax credit. Never in my wildest
dreams did I think we could achieve
that goal.

I thank the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT); the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE); the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS);
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KING); and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CAMP), who is currently the
floor manager; and the chairman of the
committee; and my very, very dear
friend, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN), for championing this
cause within the Committee on Ways
and Means, and there are many others.

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed that
the committee did not follow my sug-
gestion that we name this the Bliley
Adoption Tax Credit, but I understand
that the Chair has reservations about
naming provisions of tax bills for spon-
sors. However, we do have the Keogh
bill; we do have many other provisions
of law that are named after former or,
at the time, Members of Congress who
were their sponsors. Nonetheless, the
time will come, when this provision
will be known as the Bliley Tax Credit
and perhaps just because of his activ-
ism. But the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. Bliley) and I did join forces in
crafting this legislation, securing 289
cosponsors; and I know that he is very
pleased. It would be nice if his name
were attached to it, but the recogni-
tion is there.

Now, I do feel, as the gentleman from
Maryland said so well, that this was an
opportunity to go farther, to do more.
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I feel somewhat ill at ease saying
that we should have done more when
we already are doing something. But
let us never stop. We should never rest
in finding homes for children.

A modest number, I think, 122,000 al-
ready identified special-needs children
will benefit, hopefully, from this legis-
lation with loving parents who will
take these children into their homes.

If we want to look at the cost side of
it, think of the enormous cost savings
to society. The best insurance policy
we have against violence in our soci-
ety, against crime, is a loving family, a
home for these children who are not
condemned to a life adrift.

But there are further considerations;
we do have to think about these: home

and vehicle modifications, out-of-pock-
et medical expenses, lost income, no
reimbursement for such lost income for
parents who need to take time to deal
with their special needs adoptive child.
They are not reimbursed by the State;
they are not eligible for the current
adoption tax credit.

There is much to be commended in
this legislation. It is a big step for-
ward. I am delighted with it. I urge all
those parents, all those would-be par-
ents to take a look when this becomes
law and move quickly on it, and show
that we have acted in good faith and
that there is a response, and that chil-
dren will be taken out of institutions
and into loving families.

I will say in closing, that it is not the
tax credit by itself that is going to
make the difference in whether these
children are adopted. Parents will find
homes for them. But we should use the
Tax Code to make it easier; to show
that our government, our tax system,
has a heart, and we are opening that
heart today a little wider, opening the
doors wider to a generous society, a
loving society, one that respects life
from conception all the way through
every stage of human existence.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the sponsor of
the bill.

Mr. DeMINT. Mr. Speaker, it does
give me great joy to stand here today
to celebrate the thousands of moms,
dads, and children who become bigger
and stronger families through adop-
tion.

The Hope for Children Act that we
will pass in the House today will help
build more loving, stable families in
America, and send a strong signal
across our land that every child is a
wanted child.

Like many Americans, I grew up in a
family without my father in the home.
While my mother and eventually my
stepfather did all they could to com-
pensate for this missing piece in my
life, nothing could dispel the haunting
in my heart that regularly whispered
that I was not wanted.

Too many Americans grow up with
this sense of not being wanted. But
every year in America, thousands of
children have an infinitely more posi-
tive experience. When a married couple
decides to adopt a child, they not only
fill a void in their own lives, they send
a clear signal to their child that he or
she is loved and wanted.

The Hope for Children Act sends a
strong signal that America wants her
children, all of her children. By helping
new parents with the high financial
cost of adoption, we as a nation en-
courage the building of strong, happy
families.

I introduced H.R. 622 earlier this
year, along with my colleagues in the
Hope Coalition, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS),
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
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KING), to work to ensure enactment of
the Hope for Children Act this year.

However, as has been mentioned, the
original Hope for Children Act to per-
manently extend and double the tax
credit for adoption was introduced in
the last Congress by the gentleman
from Virginia, our former, our former
colleague, Tom Bliley. Chairman Bliley
worked tirelessly on adoption issues
during his tenure in Congress and
paved the way for this legislation.

While he is retired from the House, it
is our privilege to carry on his work to
pass Hope for Children today. The pro-
visions in this bill are an excellent step
in making adoption a reality to more
families. As we work with the Senate
to help the Hope for Children Act be-
come law, we look forward to exploring
the best policy methods to address the
unique circumstances of special-needs
adoptions in relation to the adoption
tax credit.

I want to take a moment to thank
my colleagues in the House for showing
their overwhelming support for this
bill. With 289 cosponsors, this bill is
truly bipartisan.

As we celebrate this pro-child, pro-
family legislation today, I want to
thank the chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS), and the
members of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

I also want to thank the distin-
guished majority leader, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), for taking a
special interest in moving this impor-
tant legislation.

Lastly, I would like to thank the
members of the Hope Coalition and
their staffs for working as a team to
make the passage of this legislation a
reality.

I especially need to thank a member
of my staff, Courtney Weise, who has
made this her passion for the last 6
months. It is only because of her that
we pulled this off today.

Mr. Speaker, this past Sunday we
celebrated Mother’s Day; next month,
Father’s Day. Being a mom or dad is
the greatest privilege in life, and this
bill will help make moms and dads all
across the country, and make America
a better place to live.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, for yielding
time to me.

I also want to commend and con-
gratulate the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) for introducing
this meaningful legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to join with my
colleagues in expressing the impor-
tance of the Hope for Children Act. In
our country, there are thousands of
children without a family to care for
them. At the same time, there are
thousands of families who would like
to bring these children into their
homes but cannot because of the rising
cost of adoption.

Families today often spend between
$8,000 and $30,000 just to adopt a child.
Yet, the adoption credit to them is
only $5,000. For many families, this
makes adoption impossible simply be-
cause of the huge financial burden.

Last year, the Illinois Department of
Children and Family Services con-
summated 6,281 adoptions. However,
this year, DCFS reports that 1,600 chil-
dren are still waiting to be adopted im-
mediately; and there are 29,000 children
in Illinois living in non-permanent sub-
stitute homes. By increasing the adop-
tion tax credit to $10,000, the Hope for
Children Act will allow more families
to adopt, give them the opportunity to
adopt. It will help more children by-
pass the foster care system and become
part of a permanent family. It will also
help to encourage the development of
more stable families.

Children are indeed the future of our
country, and it is necessary that we
give them the opportunity to grow up
in stable and permanent environments.

So I commend all of those families
who would adopt and bring children
into their homes. They are indeed what
I would call the salt of the Earth, the
pillars of the universe: those who are
willing to share and give of themselves
so that others might have a more
meaningful life.

I also want to thank my intern who
just joined us, Kate Perdzik, who actu-
ally wrote these comments, and the
importance of the issue was captured
by her, not much more than a child
herself, but one who really understands
the value of families taking into con-
sideration the needs of others.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I enthu-
siastically support H.R. 622, the Hope
for Children Act. One of the case-
workers in my district office has adopt-
ed five children. The costs of adoptions
are exorbitant, often running $40,000 to
$50,000 per child. Doubling the adoption
tax credit to $10,000 is a positive first
step in helping families meet these
costs.

Easing the financial burden of adop-
tion makes it possible for more fami-
lies to give children a loving family
and a stable home, something every
child deserves.

I thank the chairman, the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS), for this
beginning. I am proud to support this
important bill, and I urge my col-
leagues to do so as well. Vote aye for
H.R. 622.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, it is fundamental that
the family is the central institution of
American society. Mr. Speaker, many
families open their hearts and open
their homes to children through adop-

tion. They know that they can provide
a child with a loving home, and they
know that they can grow as individuals
and as a couple by experiencing the
love of a child.

Our enlightened social policy and tax
policy should encourage this. Unfortu-
nately, the average adoption in 1998
cost roughly $5,900, with 25 percent of
adoptive parents reporting expenses of
more than $10,000. That price tag pro-
hibits many families from growing,
leaving more than 118,000 foster care
children waiting to be adopted.

Given the financial commitment
being made by families who adopt a
child, the current credit does not go far
enough. The Hope for Children Act
opens the doors for many families who
wish to adopt children but find the cost
absolutely prohibitive.

H.R. 622 increases the maximum
adoption tax credit to $10,000 from
$6,000 for special-needs children and
$5,000 for all other adoptions, while in-
creasing the income cap for those who
claim the credit from $75,000 to $150,000.
It also makes the credit permanent for
all adoptions, not just special-needs
children.

The bill allows the credit to apply
against the AMT, so families are not
unfairly pushed into the AMT by
claiming this credit. This plan also in-
creases the exclusion for employer-pro-
vided adoption assistance to $10,000 for
all adoptions and makes this provision
permanent.

Mr. Speaker, many families in my
district and around the United States
know firsthand the joy of adopting a
child. We should not allow cost to
stand as a barrier to all families that
wish this experience, to experience it.
Passing this legislation will advance
the goal of providing every child with a
loving home.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS).

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the Hope for Chil-
dren Act. As a member of the Hope Co-
alition, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT) and the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) for their energy on
this bill this year, for guiding it
through the Committee on Ways and
Means.

I would like to thank the members of
the Committee on Ways and Means. I
would also like to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KING), the other
member of the Hope for Children Coali-
tion, and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. Bliley, as others have said, first
introduced this legislation in the 106th
Congress. I was the lead sponsor the
next year. The gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) has always been
a real driver and a real enthusiastic
supporter of this legislation.

All of us, no matter what party we
belong to or what political philosophy
we subscribe to, we want children to
have a loving and a permanent home.
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No children should ever be denied the
chance to live with a family that will
love and cherish them. This tax credit
will make it possible for more families
to open their homes and their hearts to
a child through adoption.

The high cost of adoption is an insur-
mountable obstruction to many fami-
lies who want to adopt a child. With
this tax credit, we can help ease that
financial burden, sometimes enormous,
and ensure more children find a perma-
nent, loving home.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, many
people do not realize just how expen-
sive adoptions are: medical bills, legal
fees, travel costs. We owe it to those
wanting children to ease these burdens.
Passage of this bill will unquestionably
make a meaningful difference in the
lives of thousands of children.

One of those children is the son of my
chief of staff, who Members can imag-
ine has been very enthusiastic since he
adopted Wyatt Emerson about a year
and a half ago. I can tell the Members
that Wyatt has made a difference in
the Emerson family, and the Emerson
family has made a difference in him.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia (Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS).
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Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
622, the Hope for Children Act.

In the past quarter century, the num-
ber of children in foster care has grown
much faster than the number of chil-
dren adopted. Yet, despite the large
number of children of adoptable age,
the adoption rate is still significantly
low. A primary reason for this is the
costs of adoption which can require a
family to spend, as my colleagues have
heard, up to $30,000 to provide a child
with a home.

The average American family just
does not have this kind of money. The
Hope for Children Act seeks to remedy
this problem by increasing the adop-
tion tax credit to $10,000. There are
more people who want to adopt than
there are children who are eligible for
adoption.

This essential legislation will allow
more children to be adopted by loving
families who so desperately want them.
These children deserve to be loved and
deserve to be wanted. We need to help
these families be joined together.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for the Hope for Children Act.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CANTOR).

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CAMP) for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the Hope for Children Act.
This is an important measure that en-
courages adoption and provides tax re-
lief at the same time.

One of the biggest blessings is to
have someone to call mom and dad. I
am in full support of this measure that

would help provide loving families and
parents to children who are without a
permanent place to call home.

The Hope for Children Act will enable
more American families to adopt, and
as a Congress we should do all we can
to promote adoption.

As others have said before me, my
predecessor Tom Bliley was the origi-
nal cosponsor of the Hope for Children
Act, he worked tirelessly to garner 280
cosponsors for this legislation last
year.

The Hope for Children Act was in-
cluded in major tax legislation passed
by the House, but unfortunately did
not become law. I applaud the efforts of
those who have brought this legislation
to the floor, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, as well
as the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS), the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. KING), the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE)
and the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR).

As a cofounder of the Congressional
Coalition on Adoption, Tom Bliley
sponsored over one dozen different
adoption bills. As chairman of the
House Committee on Commerce, Mr.
Bliley played a major role in the Fos-
ter Care Independence Act, the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act, and the
Adoption Awareness Act.

In addition to promoting adoption
domestically, he secured aid for dis-
placed orphans overseas while working
to enact the Hague Intercountry Adop-
tion Act.

Tom Bliley truly stood up for chil-
dren without a voice, and his leader-
ship on adoption issues is much appre-
ciated by a grateful Nation. His efforts
have helped children in need of loving
homes and families find happiness.

Mr. Speaker, today I join with my
colleagues in helping more of those
children in need by supporting the
Hope for Children Act.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, few Ameri-
cans realize that it can cost between
$8,000 and $30,000 to adopt a child now-
adays. That is a problem we should
also be addressing. But until we do,
American couples need help.

Too many loving families say no to
adoption because they cannot afford it.
Others have to take out a second mort-
gage. They should not have to do that.

The Hope for Children Act will ex-
tend and increase the adoption tax
credit for families who adopt. This is
more than a good idea, it is a necessary
measure. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr
DEMINT), my friend, for taking the lead
on this measure.

I think we should also thank our
former colleague, Tom Bliley, who
worked so hard to advance this legisla-
tion for so many years.

Mr. Speaker, every child deserves a
loving home, but we need to help
adopting families overcome the finan-
cial impediments to taking a child into
their home.

This is a good bill. I urge all of my
colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP), my friend, for
yielding the time to me.

Mr. Speaker, all of the arguments in
favor of this extraordinarily good legis-
lation have been stated. I just want to
thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DEMINT) for his sponsorship
of the legislation, for working over-
time to garner the number of cospon-
sors that he did from both sides of the
aisle.

Mr. Speaker, when I look around at
the speakers today, who really have
been the movers and shakers, it re-
minds me of that famous statement
out of Casablanca: Round up the usual
suspects. And you have got the same
key players, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR)
and so many others, who are always
there trying to advance the ball and
advance the cause of adoption and to
provide a loving option to a mother
who may find herself in a very difficult
situation.

I want to commend all of those who
have made this legislation possible.
The $5,000 credit certainly has had a
laudable impact on adoption and I am
pleased to be an original sponsor of
that. This legislation now doubles the
tax credit, which I think is very gen-
erous, and hopefully not the end of our
efforts to help those who would like to
make an adoption plan and bring a
child or children into their home.

This is a great bill. I urge everyone’s
support for it.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the reminder of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say I would
urge our colleagues to support this leg-
islation. I think it is a very important
bill that moves forward the cause for
adopting parents and bringing families
together.

I would like to just repeat the con-
cern that I expressed earlier in regards
to special-needs children and their
adoption. A report issued by the Treas-
ury Department in October of last year
pointed out that this bill might have
an unintended consequence of making
it actually more difficult for special-
needs children to find homes.

The reason, quite frankly, Mr. Speak-
er, is that this bill will make it a little
bit less difficult for parents to partici-
pate in international adoptions where
the majority of children are now avail-
able.

We do not have many children avail-
able in this country for adoption other
than special-needs children; other than
family relations. And this might, in
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fact, make it a little bit easier for a
family to go for an international adop-
tion rather than a special-needs adop-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I know that is not the
intent of the legislation. I know that
the committee will continue to work
on this, but I would just urge my col-
leagues, as this bill works its way
through the process, we need to go
back at least to the original provisions
in the bill, to make it easier for fami-
lies that wish to adopt special-needs
children.

We have a tremendous need there.
This bill presents an opportunity, and I
would encourage us, as the bill works
its way through Congress, to address
that need.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN)
for his effort on this legislation, and
also for his comments. As the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS),
Chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, mentioned, he would like
to work with the gentleman in terms of
finding a way to assist special-needs
adoption, adoptive parents with the
costs, and do it in a way that really
had some connection to the adoption
expenses that might actually be in-
curred by a family. Because, obviously,
we are all here, and we heard from a
number of speakers from both parties
who are very much wanting to
strengthen the ability of people to
adopt, to strengthen families, to try to
find a way to make adoption easier and
more frequent, and I am hopeful that
we can resolve that.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good day in the
Congress. This is excellent legislation
that has been worked on for more than
this Congress, and really was the effort
of former member and chairman Mr.
Bliley to bring this increase in the
adoption tax credit to the floor, obvi-
ously make it permanent, so that the
planning of families and agencies can
go forward in trying to find and place
children into loving homes.

This is an excellent bill, and I urge
its adoption.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, every year thou-
sands of Americans open their homes to chil-
dren without permanent families in order to
provide these youngsters with stable and car-
ing upbringings. Because of this, adopted chil-
dren, who once had no one to turn to, find
themselves surrounded with unconditional love
and devotion. Adoptive parents not only un-
selfishly decide to share their homes with a
child but also choose to share their hearts and
lives so that their children can grow in happy,
nurturing surroundings.

However, adopting a child is difficult in part
because the cost of adoption continues to in-
crease. A family can spend upwards of
$20,000 just to make it possible to provide
children with a loving home. These families
should not be financially burdened by the ex-
orbitant costs of adoption.

Thousands of individuals want to give a
child a loving home but cannot due to the

huge expense. Adoption costs should not be
an insurmountable obstacle for these individ-
uals. We have a responsibility to these men
and women to open the doors to adoption, not
shut them. And we have an even bigger re-
sponsibility to help a child find the family he or
she needs.

The Hope for Children Act exemplifies how
Congress can help these families and how we
can provide more children with the opportunity
to live happier, successful lives.

This important legislation would increase the
tax credit each adoption to $10,000 and make
the process more affordable for middle-class
families. Present law only provides a $5,000
tax credit per adoption and a $6,000 tax credit
for the adoption of a special-needs child. The
current tax credit is far below the actual cost
of adopting a child. Furthermore, the Hope for
Children Act would index the credit for inflation
and increase the earnings limit, expanding eli-
gibility for the tax credit. The Hope for Chil-
dren Act would also make the adoption tax
credit permanent law, repealing the sunset,
and exempt the beneficiaries of the credit from
the Alternative Minimum Tax. This will ensure
that parents receive the full benefit of this
credit.

Children who are without permanent families
should not be penalized, and families who
want to open their homes to these children
should not have to struggle financially. Let us
provide these families with the opportunity to
open their hearts and homes to a child in
need. Let us pass the Hope for Children Act.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 662, the Hope for Children
Act. Knowing of the importance adoption plays
in the lives of American families, Congress
should do more to help facilitate and promote
its benefits. I am pleased that the House of
Representatives passed this bill earlier today
with bipartisan and unanimous support. This
action speaks to the strength of this legisla-
tion, and I hope the United States Senate
moves quickly to follow the lead of the House.

Unquestionably, this legislation would tear
down the financial burdens imposed on adop-
tive parents. These expenses can add up to
$20,000 or more in a single year and continue
to be the primary disincentive to middle-class
families. While families who have children
born to them often enjoy the fact that health
insurance pays for the birth of their children,
adoptive families receive no such support.
H.R. 662 offsets this imbalance and makes
the process a more financially viable option for
middle-income parents to build families
through adoption.

Mr. Speaker, few can argue that adoption
does not result in moving children out of foster
homes and providing the benefit of a solid
home and possibilities for a bright future. The
benefits of adoption exist not only with the
adopted child, but with the biological mother
and society as well. Adoption can help break
the cycle of abortion that too often takes place
with young girls having babies out of wedlock.
By choosing adoption, women can feel good
about themselves by making the right deci-
sion—not to have an abortion.

At the same time, adoption can help break
the cycle of single parenting. More than eighty
percent of all females born to single mothers
under the age of 16 become teenage mothers
themselves. By choosing adoption as an alter-
native to single parenting, these women can
continue their education, develop job skills and

a sense of independence, and live the rest of
their lives knowing they were not forced to
choose abortion over single parenting.

Mr. Speaker, this is a matter of fairness to
adoptive families. H.R. 662 is good public pol-
icy and I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I rise today along
with my fellow ‘Hope Coalition’ members who
joined with me in introducing the ‘Hope for
Children Act’ (H.R. 622). I will be very proud
to see H.R. 622 pass the House of Represent-
atives with overwhelming bipartisan support.

Every child deserves a permanent, loving
home and, with so many families who want to
open their hearts and their homes to these
children, I firmly believe we should help re-
move the financial barriers that may hinder
this union. By extending a $10,000 tax credit
to families who adopt a child, The Hope for
Children Act will help to foster strong, healthy
families across the nation.

The promotion of special needs adoptions is
essential. Families who adopt special needs
children incur significant costs after an adop-
tion has taken place. It must be mentioned
that the Hope for Children Act, as introduced,
included a $10,000 flat tax credit for families
who adopt children with special needs.
Though this measure was eliminated in Com-
mittee, I will not stop fighting to ensure that
the needs of these children and families are
adequately addressed.

Across America, there are an estimated
122,000 children waiting for a family to love
and care for them. but with adoption costs
ranging from $8,000 to $20,000, many families
can not afford this huge expense. No child
should be forced to grow up without a family
because of the tremendous cost of adoption.

It has been a privilege and an honor to work
with the members of the ‘Hope Coalition’ in
ensuring that this legislation passed the House
of Representatives. Please be assured that I
will continue to do all that I can to make sure
that the Hope for Children Act becomes law.

Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the Hope for Children Act.
This much needed legislation would help more
children be placed in loving homes by easing
the financial burden of adopting a child. By in-
creasing the adoption tax credit to $10,000 for
all adoptions and increasing the employer
adoption assistance exclusion to $10,000,
more families would be able to adopt. Adop-
tion costs have risen over the years, costing
families anywhere between $8,000 and
$30,000 to adopt a child.

It is important that we pass this Hope for
Children Act today because the current $5,000
tax credit for non-special needs adoptions ex-
pires this year, as well as the current $5,000
exclusion for employer-provided adoption as-
sistance. This tax credit helps make the adop-
tion process more affordable for middle-class
families.

Helping to unite children with adoptive par-
ents is an issue that we can all agree on.
There is perhaps no greater undertaking than
raising a child, nor more rewarding an experi-
ence. Thousands of children are waiting to be
adopted, waiting for the day they are wel-
comed into a loving home where they can
grow and flourish. Let’s help make the dream
of so many families become a reality by pass-
ing the Hope for Children Act today.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the Hope for Children Act. As a mem-
ber of this chamber and as the father of two
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adopted children, I want to thank Reps.
DEMINT, OBERSTAR, PRYCE, KING and BACHUS
and the entire Congressional Coalition on
Adoption for their dedication to the well-being
of our Nation’s and our world’s children.

It is fitting that we consider this bill less than
a week after celebrating Mother’s Day and so
close to Father’s Day. These two days have
been set aside for us to thank our parents for
raising us, for giving us a sense of security
and independence, and for offering us their
unconditional love. I would like to take this op-
portunity to pay tribute to all parents, who
know that there is no more important, more
difficult, and ultimately more rewarding under-
taking than raising a child.

I was very fortunate to have been raised by
loving parents in a stable and caring home. I
can’t help but be reminded, however, of the
over 500,000 children in our Nation’s foster
care system, many of whom need permanent
homes. Although we have made great strides
in improving the child welfare system, there is
no substitute for a loving parents and a per-
manent home. For the thousands of children
who wait, adoption offers the gift of hope, the
gift of love, and the gift of family.

My own family was forever changed and en-
riched by the adoption of our two children from
Korea. It is difficult for me to express how
deeply grateful I am to have Kathryn and Scott
in my life. As any parent can attest, the love
I have for my children knows no bounds.

As many of my colleagues also know, fami-
lies can spend anywhere from $8,000 to
$30,000, or even more, to adopt a child. I am
proud, therefore, to be a cosponsor the Hope
for Children Act, which helps offset the finan-
cial impact of adoption. By raising the limit on
the adoption tax credit to $10,000 and making
it permanent for all adoptions, I hope that this
measure will open thousands of more homes
and hearts to the miracle of adoption.

I would be remiss, however, if I did not point
out what I believe is one shortcoming of this
legislation. All children, regardless of age,
medical need, disability, race or creed deserve
a family to share their love. We need to do
more to encourage the adoption of special
needs children, those who are hardest to
place in permanent homes.

Since State foster care programs cover
most of the tax qualified expenses associated
with special needs adoptions, only about 15%
of adoptive parents of special needs children
can benefit from the credit. These parents,
however, incur other substantial adoption-re-
lated costs, such as out-of-pocket medical
costs, counseling services, and lost income
from work. As parents, legislators and advo-
cates, we must give all children the chance to
find a family. I thank the leadership for indi-
cating their willingness to work on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Hope for Children Act and look for-
ward to working with them to strengthen this
bill.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be
an original cosponsor of the Hope for Children
Act and I urge all my colleagues to support
this important legislation.

I have heard from many families back home
in western Wisconsin of the need for an in-
creased adoption tax credit. The Hope for
Children Act seeks to ease the financial bur-
den on many families who adopt children. It
will increase the adoption tax credit from
$5,000 to $10,000 for families who adopt chil-

dren and make this credit permanent, which is
due to expire at the end of this year. Further-
more, it will index the credit for inflation and
increase the earnings limit, expanding the eli-
gibility for the tax credit.

As a father of two sons, I understand how
important it is for children to grow up in a lov-
ing and stable family environment. We must
find a way to help the thousands of children
who have no permanent family. I believe ex-
tending this tax credit is one of the most im-
portant ways to help these children and the
families who adopt them.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend all those
families who have adopted and cared for so
many children that would otherwise never
have known the true meaning of a loving, car-
ing family. I hope with this legislation we will
ease the high cost of adoption for many fami-
lies.

Mr. Speaker, we must pass this common-
sense legislation to give our nation’s needy
children and loving families hope.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, as an origi-
nal cosponsor of the Hope for Children Act, I
rise in strong support of its passage and urge
all my colleagues to vote for this important
family-building bill.

Just last Sunday, children young and old
took time from their daily routine to remember
their mothers on Mothers’ Day. These are the
women who have nurtured their children, giv-
ing them life, hope, happiness, and love. In
just a few weeks, we will similarly honor our
fathers on Fathers’ Day, remembering the
men in our lives who have taught us so much
about life’s ups and downs, ins and outs.

But for thousands of children, there is no
one to honor on these special days and noth-
ing to celebrate. For one reason or another,
they are without parents or families. Thank-
fully, there are thousands of men and women
who want to open up their homes to these
children and make them a part of their fami-
lies. Adoption makes this possible.

In 1992, the last year for which total adop-
tion statistics are available, 127,441 children
were adopted in the United States. Nearly
7,000 of those children were adopted in my
home state of Florida, which has the fourth
largest number of adoptions in the country.
Some of these children were adopted by rel-
atives, others by total strangers. Some of
them came from overseas, others from across
the street. All are loved and wanted. It made
no difference to the children or the parents
that they don’t look the same; it only mattered
that they needed one another.

Regrettably, many of these important unions
are kept from ever occurring because the
costs of adopting can be more than a family
can bear. The adoption processes can cost
between $8,000 and $30,000. The adoption
tax credit helps to ease this financial burden
and remove this obstacle. But, without our ac-
tion here today, that tax credit will expire.

Mr. Speaker, the Hope for Children Act per-
manently extends and raises that tax credit to
$10,000. Furthermore, it raises the employer
adoption assistance exclusion to $10,000. By
enacting this legislation into law this year, fam-
ilies can take advantage of this tax credit
when filling out their 2002 tax returns.

This bill is just plain good policy, Mr. Speak-
er. We should do all we can to encourage
adoption and to make families stronger. I ask
all of my colleagues to support this important
bill.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to show my strong support for H.R.
622, the Hope for Children Act. I am proud to
be joined by so many of my colleagues from
both sides of the aisle as an original cospon-
sor of this important legislation that will re-
move some of the unnecessary financial bur-
dens that have long plagued the adoption
process. I believe that it will also pave the way
for children to be raised in safe, caring envi-
ronments by an adoptive family.

It is estimated that the average adoptive
family can spend from $8,000 to $30,000 to
adopt a child. In addition, the lack of adoptive
families leaves children in an intermediate
state, waiting for an average of four years for
an adoptive family. The Hope for Children Act
will increase the tax credit a family receives
for adopting any child to $10,000, up from the
current amount of only $5,000 and $6,000 for
special needs children. This credit will make
adoption more affordable for middle-class fam-
ilies. Under current law, the tax-credit will ex-
pire on December 31, 2001 for non-special
needs children; however, under the Hope for
Children Act, the tax credit will be permanently
extended. Also, the credit would be indexed to
inflation, meaning that as inflation rates rise,
so would the tax credit the adopting family re-
ceives, for all families with incomes below
$150,000.

In my District, I have witnessed the bene-
ficial effects of outside funding for adoption
services. In September 2000, the Catholic
Family Services of Hartford, Connecticut, was
awarded $250,000 from the U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services to help in-
crease the number of Latino children placed in
adoption and the number of Latino families
that are licensed for adoption and foster care.
The program is designed to help facilitate the
moving of children out of the child welfare sys-
tem and into permanent adoptive homes. This
project helps those in the community help
themselves and provides loving homes to chil-
dren who deserve them. This has been a won-
derful service to provide children with and the
best way to safeguard their future.

Mr. Speaker, adoption is a very sensitive
and personal matter. Adoption is an option left
to couples that, often times, have endured an
intense personal trauma. The least we can do
is to lift some of the financial burdens brought
on by the adoption process to let adoptive
families focus on the most important ingredient
in the process, the children. I applaud the
strong commitment so many of my colleagues
have made to the Hope for Children Act. It is
my hope that passage of the Hope for Chil-
dren Act will put children into loving and se-
cure homes. Therefore, I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 622, the Hope For Children
Act which will increases the adoption tax credit
for families. I am an original cosponsor of this
legislation and I commend the gentleman from
South Carolina, Mr. DEMINT for his leadership
on this important issue.

Today’s high cost for adoptions causes
many couples to dismiss adoption as an op-
tion. With thousands of children in foster care
needing homes, and thousands more being
put up for adoption by parents who cannot
care for them, the United States needs to
make adoption financially possible for more
American families. A typical adoption can cost
a family anywhere from $8,000 to $30,000
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leading some families to take second mort-
gages on their homes or accumulate other se-
rious debt. This cost leaves many children in
the foster care system permanently.

H.R. 622 will help ease this financial burden
so that children are quickly placed in perma-
nent and loving homes, which will encourage
the development of more stable families and
help more children bypass the foster care sys-
tem. Studies have shown this stability discour-
ages children from becoming involved in crime
or depending upon welfare.

This legislation will increase the adoption
tax credit for families who adopt special needs
children from $6,000 to $10,000. The credit for
families who adopt non-special needs children
is increased from $5,000 to $10,000 and ex-
tended permanently. Moreover this legislation
increases the income cap at which the credit
begins to phase out from $75,000 to
$150,000.

As a parent of an adoptive child, I person-
ally know that bringing a child into your home
is one of the most gratifying and fulfilling
things a parent can do. If we can encourage
more families to adopt by making it financially
possible, thousands of children will benefit.
Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to support
this important and timely legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 622, the Hope for
Children Act. This much needed legislation is
an important step toward providing every child
a loving, permanent home.

I thank and commend my colleagues for
sponsoring and moving this legislation for-
ward. I know that they must share my passion
and commitment to our nation’s children. H.R.
622 responds to a very real need in the lives
of some of our nation’s most vulnerable chil-
dren, those awaiting adoption.

Under current law, a taxpayer may deduct
expenses of up to $5,000 relating to the adop-
tion of a child, and up to $6,000 for the adop-
tion of a ‘‘special needs’’ child. The credit is
phased out for taxpayers with annual income
above $75,000. The adoption credit for special
needs children is permanent, but the credit for
the adoption of other children is scheduled to
expire at the end of this year. Under current
law, beginning in 2002, the adoption credit
could not be used to reduce tax liability under
the alternative minimum tax (AMT).

This bill increases the adoption tax credit to
$10,000, up from $6,000 for special-needs
children and $5,000 for all other children. It
also makes permanent the adoption credit for
children without special needs. Under the
measure, the adoption credit could be applied
against alternative minimum tax liability.

Current law also permits an employee to ex-
clude up to $5,000 in adoption expenses
($6,000 for special-needs children) from tax-
able income for expenses reimbursed to the
employee through an employer-sponsored
adoption-assistance program. This provision is
also set to expire on December 31. The meas-
ure increases to $10,000 the amount that an
employee may exclude from taxable income
for expenses reimbursed through an employer
adoption assistance program. The measure
also makes permanent the adoption-assist-
ance exclusion.

The measure increases the beginning point
of the income phase-out range for both the
adoption credit and the adoption-assistance
program exclusion from $75,000 to $150,000.

During 1999, the most recent year for which
data is available, nationally over 820,000 chil-

dren went through the foster care system, and
568,000 were in the system at year’s end. Of
the children adopted from foster care in 1999,
48 percent waited more than one year from
the time they became legally free for adoption
until they were placed in an adoptive home.
The mean length of time in foster care is 46
months.

In my home state of Texas, at least 17,000
children were in foster care at the end of
1998, the last year for which that data is avail-
able. This is an increase of nearly 255% from
the 1990 foster care population and an over-
whelming increase of 363% from 1986. During
that year, the Texas foster care system served
over 20,000 children.

Approximately one half of these foster chil-
dren are minorities. Studies have shown that
minority children wait longer to be adopted
than do white children. According to the Na-
tional Council for Adoption (NCFA), African
American children constitute about 43 percent
of the children awaiting adoption in the foster
care system, Hispanics 15 percent. In Harris
County, 78 percent of all foster children are
minorities.

Thus, it is crucial that we do all we can to
encourage adoption. However, many parents
who want to open their hearts and homes to
a child through adoption cannot do so be-
cause of the great expense. Adoption can cost
thousands of dollars, and so the cost is the
primary obstacle to bringing together loving
families and children who need a home.

Today, we can take an action that will have
a direct impact on the lives of children. Please
join me in doing so.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Hope for Children Act
and thank Chairman THOMAS, former Con-
gressman Bliley, and the bipartisan Hope Coa-
lition for introducing this legislation. I have
supported this legislation for several years and
am proud to currently be one of 289 cospon-
sors.

Approximately 50,000 children are adopted
nationwide each year. According to the State
Department’s annual report, the number of
international adoptions increased approxi-
mately 13 percent from 1998 to 2000. Accord-
ing to Adoptions Forever, an adoption agency
in Maryland, the average aggregate cost of
adoption for these international orphans
ranges up to $30,000, while a domestic adop-
tion can range up to $12,000. Passing the
Hope for Children Act will ease the burden of
what can be an expensive obstacle to sharing
your home life with a child in need.

Currently, tax credits provided for adoption
of children without special needs will expire at
the end of this year. The credit is currently
$5,000 for children without special needs,
$6,000 for children with special needs. H.R.
622 promotes adoption opportunities by pre-
serving and expanding tax credits for those
families that choose to adopt.

The Montgomery County division for child
welfare provides lawyers and travel com-
pensation for adoptive parents. Despite this
coverage of general adoption payments, the
division has more children with special needs
than they can place. With a $10,000 tax credit,
an organization like the Montgomery County
division of child welfare will attract more po-
tential adoptive families, leaving fewer special
needs children without homes.

Enacting the Hope for Children Act allows
us to build we must build on current suc-

cesses of tax credits for adoptive families and
send our support for families who adopt.
Adoption allows children who otherwise would
be without a nurturing home to experience
childhood with a supporting family. Every fam-
ily that wants to adopt should have the oppor-
tunity to adopt. As a member of the Congres-
sional Caucus on Adoption, I encourage my
colleagues to join me and the bipartisan Hope
Coalition in supporting H.R. 622.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as a cospon-
sor of the bill, this Member wishes to add his
strong support of H.R. 622, the Hope for the
Children Act, and would like to commend the
distinguished gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS), the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, and the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL), the rank-
ing member of the House Committee on Ways
and Means, for bringing this important legisla-
tion to the House floor today.

As you know, the high cost for adoptions
causes many couples to dismiss adoption as
too costly. Other families have taken second
mortgages on their home or accumulated
other debt. Because families spend anywhere
from $8,000 to $30,000 to adopt a child, these
high costs mean that many children do not get
adopted and stay in the foster care system
permanently.

The Hope for Children Act will ease the bur-
den of this expense by increasing the adoption
tax credit to $10,000 for all adoptions. While
this credit will not completely cover the often
exorbitant costs associated with adoptions, it
will provide a healthy start toward ensuring
more children find a loving home.

This bill will encourage the creation of more
families and help more children bypass the
foster care system to enter in to a permanent
arrangement. This much needed stability will
also mean that these children will have better,
more stable home environments and that they
will be less likely to become future burdens on
society either through crime or welfare.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, this Member urges
his colleagues to support H.R. 622.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the ‘‘Hope for Children Act of
2001.’’ This important legislation continues our
commitment to providing families assistance
when adopting children who might otherwise
be in need of a loving home. I’ve had many
constituents tell me that the current costs of
adoption can, in many cases, exceed $25,000
or even $30,000. Raising the adoption tax
credit from $5,000 to $10,000 and making it
permanent will go a long way toward alle-
viating the burden of these burdensome costs.

I truly believe that there is no greater gift
that a person can give than placing a child in
a loving and nurturing environment. There are
many young couples today looking to adopt a
child, but the costs associated with adoption
prevent them from this noble mission. I do not
believe that this legislation creates an artificial
incentive for people to adopt. They simply
want to bring a child into the world and give
it all of the love and affection they have to
offer. The adoption tax credit just makes it
easier for people to fulfill that dream.

I have raised a household full of children.
I’ve watched them grow and mature into fine
individuals. I’ve been there through good times
and bad. Nothing has brought me greater joy
in my life than my children and I hope this bill
will give people across America that same op-
portunity.
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Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today in support of the Hope for the Children
Act and I am proud to be an original cospon-
sor of this important legislation.

This bill will help more families provide lov-
ing homes to more children by increasing the
adoption tax credit to $10,000 for all adoptions
and increase the employer adoption assist-
ance exclusion to $10,000. Because families
can spend anywhere from $8,000 to $30,000
to adopt a child, this assistance is vital to en-
sure children quickly find a permanent, loving
home. Many parents who want to open their
hearts and homes to a child through adoption
cannot because of the huge expense. This bill
removes some of the financial obstacles to
finding families for these children.

Adoption is a beautiful expression of family
values, for it allows people the opportunity to
extend their homes and their hearts to people
in need. It is my sincere hope that passage of
this legislation will encourage many more peo-
ple to adopt and encourage individuals to con-
sider adoption as an alternative when they are
not ready to be parents. It is essential to raise
the awareness of the benefits of adoption in
our effort to provide for all children throughout
the world.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the Hope for Children Act. As a mem-
ber of this Chamber, and, more importantly, as
the father of two adopted children, I thank
Representatives DEMINT, OBERSTAR, PRYCE,
KING, and BACHUS and the entire Congres-
sional Coalition on Adoption for their dedica-
tion to the well-being of our Nation’s and our
world’s children.

It is fitting that we consider this bill less than
a week after celebrating Mother’s Day and so
close to Father’s Day, 2 days that have been
set aside for us to thank our parents for rais-
ing us, for giving us a sense of security and
independence, and for offering us their uncon-
ditional love. I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to pay tribute to all parents, who know
that there is no more important, more difficult,
and ultimately more rewarding undertaking
than raising a child.

I was very fortunate to have been raised by
a loving mother in a stable and caring home.
I can’t help but be reminded, however, of the
over 500,000 children in our Nation’s foster
care system who await permanent homes. Al-
though in recent years we have made great
strides in improving the child welfare system,
there is no substitute for a loving parents and
a permanent home. For the thousands of chil-
dren who wait, adoption offers the gift of hope,
the gift of love, and the gift of family.

My own family was forever changed and en-
riched by the adoption of our two children from
Korea. It is difficult for me to express how
deeply grateful I am to have Kathryn and Scott
in my life. As any parent can attest, the love
I have for my children knows no bounds.

As many of my colleagues can attest, fami-
lies can spend anywhere from $8,000 to
$20,000, or even higher, to adopt a child. I am
proud, therefore, to be a cosponsor of the
Hope for Children Act, which helps offset the
financial impact of adoption. By raising the
limit on the adoption tax credit to $10,000 for
all adoptions, and making it permanent, I hope
that this measure will open thousands of more
homes and hearts to the miracle of adoption.

I would be in error, however, not to point out
what I believe is one shortcoming of this legis-
lation. All children, regardless of age, medical

need, disability, race or creed deserve a family
to share their love. We need to do more to en-
courage the adoption of special needs chil-
dren, those who are hardest to place in per-
manent homes.

Since State foster care programs cover
most of the tax qualified expenses associated
with special needs adoptions, only about 15
percent of adoptive parents of special needs
children can benefit from the credit. These
parents, however, incur other substantial
adoption-related costs, such as out-of pocket
medical costs, counseling services, and lost
income from work. As parents, legislators and
advocates, we owe all children, regardless of
need, a chance to find a family. I thank the
leadership for indicating their willingness to
work on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Hope for Children Act and look for-
ward to working with them to strengthen this
bill.

1. Average cost of adoptions are between
$8,000–$30,000, depending upon circumstances
(i.e. international, special needs, etc.)

2. There are about 550,000 children in our
nation’s foster care system waiting to be
adopted. About 120,000 of these children are
special needs children, meaning they are
more difficult to place because of their age,
medical condition, physical or mental handi-
cap, membership in a minority, or being part
of a group of siblings waited to be adopted
together.

3. The Hope for Children Act, which you
cosponsored, increases and expands the adop-
tion tax credit. In general, it:

Increases the limit on the credit for non-
special needs children from $5,000 to $10,000
and makes it permanent (it would expire this
year).

Increases the limit on the credit for spe-
cial-needs adoptions from $6,000 to $10,000 (it
is already permanent).

Increases the limit on the employer adop-
tion assistance exclusion from $5,000 ($6,000
for special-needs adoptions) to $10,000 for all
adoptions and makes it permanent.

Increases the income limit for the full
credit from $75,000 to $150,000. Phases out the
credit for incomes between $150,000–$190,000.

Indexes the credit for inflation.
4. While the bill as introduced makes the

special-needs credit a non-qualified credit,
the Chairman’s mark does not. A non-quali-
fied credit is very important to the special
needs and adoption community. Only about
15% of adoptive parents of special needs chil-
dren incur enough in qualified expenses to
benefit from the credit, these parents incur
substantial indirect costs through coun-
seling, medical services, home improvements
for disabled children, etc.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). All time for debate has
expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 141,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 124]

YEAS—420

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay

DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2298 May 17, 2001
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross

Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak

Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—12

Borski
Brady (PA)
Condit
Cox

Cubin
Ganske
Gilman
Hunter

Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Largent
Lucas (OK)

b 1232

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-

er, on rollcall No. 124, I was speaking at a Li-
berian rally and could not make it back in
time. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yea.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I
was unavoidably delayed. Accordingly, I was
unable to vote on rollcall Nos. 122, 123, and
124. If I had been present I would have voted
‘‘yea’’ on all. I ask unanimous consent to have
my statement placed in the RECORD at the ap-
propriate point.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1, NO CHILD LEFT BE-
HIND ACT OF 2001

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 143 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 143
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1) a bill to
close the achievement gap with account-
ability, flexibility, and choice, so that no
child is left behind. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed two hours
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider as an
original bill for the purpose of amendment
under the five-minute rule the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Education and the
Workforce now printed in the bill. The com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. No
amendment to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be in order
except those printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against such
amendments are waived. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
STEARNS). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to my colleague
and friend, the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of the reso-
lution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 143 makes in order
the bill H.R. 1, the No Child Left Be-
hind Act of 2001, under a structured
rule. The rule provides 2 hours of de-
bate to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce. It makes
in order only those amendments print-
ed in the Committee on Rules report
accompanying the resolution, debat-
able for the time specified, equally con-
trolled by a proponent and opponent.
These amendments shall not be subject
to amendment or demands for a divi-
sion of the question.

The Committee on Rules worked very
hard to ensure that the amendments
made in order reflect the variety of
views in this House of Representatives
on education policy. I think the result
is a balanced rule that gives the House
the opportunity to work its will on a
variety of issues related to the edu-
cation of our children. The rule waives
all points of order against consider-
ation of the bill as well as the amend-
ments printed in the report. Finally,
the rule provides for one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, today we take a his-
toric leap forward on behalf of our chil-
dren, parents, and teachers across this
great Nation. Lately, the attention of
Americans has been drawn to the prob-
lems of high gas prices and sustain-
ability of our resources. America, it is
time to focus that attention on our Na-
tion’s most precious resource: our chil-
dren. H.R. 1, the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001, does just that.

We understand that the future of this
great Nation lies in a global economy,
and H.R. 1 recognizes that investing in
our children today will prepare them
and our country for the challenges of
tomorrow. The Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce was assigned
the arduous task of reforming our Na-
tion’s failing Federal education policy.
Although there have been many bumps
in the road, I am pleased to stand be-
fore my colleagues today to present a
rule on a bipartisan piece of legislation
that will transform the Federal role in
education to ensure that no child is
left behind.

During testimony in the Committee
on Rules, we heard time and time
again, from both Republicans and
Democrats, that H.R. 1 represents the
most sweeping comprehensive edu-
cation legislation to be brought before
the House during our tenure. It has
been a long time in coming and this
bill is truly historic. The education of
our Nation’s children is the number
one concern of Americans, and H.R. 1 is
the number one priority of our Presi-
dent.

I would like to take a moment to
congratulate my colleague and good
friend from the great State of Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) for his hard work and
commitment to improving educational
opportunities for our children, and I
would also like to congratulate and
commend the ranking member of the
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), for his
hard work and support of this bipar-
tisan legislation.

Despite a decade of economic growth
and a Federal outlay of more than $130
billion in the last 25 years, the achieve-
ment gap dividing our Nation’s dis-
advantaged students and their peers
has continued to widen. Mr. Speaker,
the message is loud and clear: money
alone cannot be the vehicle for change
in our public schools. It is time for ac-
countability, it is time for reform, and
it is time for a commitment to our
children.
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We must start by determining which

students are in need of additional help
and which schools and school districts
are in need of improvement. H.R. 1 ac-
complishes this task by implementing
annual assessments in the core sub-
jects of reading and math for students
in grades three through eight. How-
ever, the bill also recognizes that com-
munities know more about their chil-
dren than Washington bureaucrats.
H.R. 1 respects local control by allow-
ing States to design and implement
these tests and provide Federal funds
to aid them in that task. It also explic-
itly prohibits federally sponsored na-
tional testing or curricula.

Armed with knowledge from these as-
sessments we will be able to determine
which schools are failing to educate
our children, and this information will
be readily available to parents in the
form of an annual school performance
report card. Based on these facts, H.R.
1 provides a system of accountability
to ensure that students do not become
trapped in chronically failing schools.

As passed out of committee, H.R. 1
provides immediate public school
choice for children in schools identified
as failing after just 1 year. That is pub-
lic school choice. This provision will
give parents the freedom to choose a
better-performing public or charter
school to educate their children. The
bill also allows parents to seek supple-
mental educational services, such as
tutoring, after-school services, and
summer school programs for their chil-
dren if they are enrolled in a school
that has been identified as a failing
school for more than 3 years. This
measure will act as a necessary safety
valve to allow students to seek outside
educational support for any state-ap-
proved provider using Federal title I
dollars.

Now, in exchange for these new ac-
countability measures, the plan will
dramatically enhance flexibility for
local school districts, granting them
the freedom to transfer up to 50 per-
cent of the Federal education dollars
they receive among an assortment of
ESEA programs. This decentralized ap-
proach will allow agencies to better
target resources to fit the needs of
their own communities.

Mr. Speaker, since the creation of
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act in 1965, numerous programs
and restrictions have been piled and
piled and piled upon the act, creating a
bureaucratic maze of duplicative poli-
cies, all well intentioned, but amaz-
ingly inefficient. H.R. 1 will give some
needed organization to this patchwork
of programs by consolidating or elimi-
nating 34 programs under ESEA and
cutting the Federal education bureauc-
racy in half. At the same time, the bill
will target effective proven methods of
reading through the implementation of
the President’s Reading First initia-
tive.

Mr. Speaker, we know that over 60
percent of children living in poverty
are reading below the very basic level.

We cannot expect these children to ex-
ceed with this handicap. At the same
time, we destine these children to aca-
demic underachievement by our failure
to teach them to read; we are denying
them access to the world that may be
opened up to them only through books.
The President’s Reading and Early
Reading First programs will introduce
a scientific-based, comprehensive ap-
proach to reading instruction and will
serve to refocus education policy on
this most fundamental skill.

The President’s education plan, No
Child Left Behind, also emphasizes two
other fundamental areas of education
through the establishment of math and
science partnerships. The United
States cannot remain a world leader
without the math and science knowl-
edge that has made us a leader in tech-
nology and scientific discovery. I am
very pleased that H.R. 1 includes an
initiative which will encourage States
to partner with institutions of higher
learning, businesses, and nonprofit
math and science entities to bring en-
hanced math and science opportunities
to local education agencies with a high
need.

Mr. Speaker, the 1,000-plus pages of
H.R. 1 are filled with calculated re-
forms that will restructure Federal
education policy. It includes provisions
to increase safety in our schools, pro-
mote English fluency, and improve
teacher quality. It encompasses the
education plan laid out by our Presi-
dent and provides us with the most im-
portant change in Federal education
policy in over 40 years.

Mr. Speaker, every Member in this
House has a vested interest in the edu-
cation of our children as the Nation’s
most precious resource. We cannot
stand idly by or be timid in fulfilling
our responsibility to ensure that every
child, rich or poor, white or of color,
gifted or disabled have access to an
education that gives them every
chance to reach their full potential and
exceed their goals and their parents’
dreams for their future. As we debate
this historic legislation, I urge my col-
leagues to keep the children at the
forefront of their minds. I urge Mem-
bers to support this rule and the his-
toric underlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

b 1245

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE) for yielding me the customary
30 minutes, and yield myself such time
as I may consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose this rule. I oppose the process it
represents, and I oppose the duplicity
by which this rule came about. Nearly
150 amendments were submitted for
this major legislative initiative, and
only a handful have been made in
order.

Furthermore, many members of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce withheld offering amend-
ments in that committee because of as-
surances by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER), the chairman, that
they would be given an opportunity to
do so on the floor. That did not happen.
Cut out of the process were numerous
good-faith efforts to build and improve
on the underlying bill.

My colleagues relied on the good-
faith assurances of the Republican
leadership, and learned a hard lesson
instead. This is not a tone in Wash-
ington for which so many of us had
hoped. For instance, this egregious rule
will block consideration of an amend-
ment by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. OWENS). The gentleman’s amend-
ment would have provided $20 billion
for needed school renovation, repair,
and construction. Our schools are
crumbling before our eyes.

Mr. Speaker, at the basic level, sure-
ly we can all agree that schools should
provide a safe and secure environment
for learning and instruction with class-
rooms, libraries, laboratories, and
other resources necessary for learning.
In the same manner, the rule blocks
my colleague, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. WU), from offering an amend-
ment to maintain a separate stream of
funding for the class size reduction pro-
gram.

Overcrowded classrooms remain the
number one obstacles to quality edu-
cation in many communities. This rule
does nothing to alleviate the problem.
The process for this education bill
began with a lot of promise.

In recent days, the House Committee
on Education and the Workforce ap-
proved, on a true bipartisan basis, a
major education reform bill which will
hold public schools accountable for im-
proving children’s education while of-
fering a substantial increase in Federal
funds to help them accomplish that
goal.

It reflected a significant agreement
between Democrats and Republicans to
improve education for all children in
our country regardless of their eco-
nomic, social, or racial background; in
other words, leaving no child behind. It
provided substantial new resources, $4
billion more for elementary and sec-
ondary education for next year, com-
pared to what the Federal Government
is spending this year, in exchange for
higher standards and tough account-
ability rules.

But then the process began to break
down. Last week Congress failed to in-
clude in the budget conference the new
funds for education that were called for
in today’s underlying bill. The dis-
parity between education funding in
the budget and education funding in
this reform bill raises real questions
about whether Congress is serious
about improving schools.

Furthermore, this week we have
come to learn that the bipartisan bill
has been hijacked by extreme elements
of the majority’s party, elements in-
tent on undermining the bipartisan
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agreement reached by the Committee
on Education and the Workforce. These
elements are intent on reinserting
vouchers into the underlying bill, a
move that would undermine public edu-
cation. Moreover, efforts to block-
grant Federal money, a proposal re-
ferred to as Straight A’s, are underway
and would also undermine the specific
targeting of poor school districts that
exists in Federal law.

I am at a loss to explain to my col-
leagues how so carefully crafted a bill
has come under attack. The underlying
bill was one this body could have been
proud of, but its success is now in jeop-
ardy. We must not let that happen. I
urge the defeat of this rule to take care
of these deficiencies.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), a member of
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE) for yielding me this time. And
I thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER) who worked so hard on this.
It was a pleasure working with him.
And I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON), and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON). I
also thank the Members on the other
side of the aisle, the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), whose
interest in education is great, as well
as gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER), the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. KILDEE), and many others.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is a good
bill. I believe that President Bush de-
serves a tremendous amount of credit
for his emphasis in terms of what he is
doing in education. I will be the first to
say if any one of us out of 435 had pre-
pared this particular rule, we would
have prepared it differently. This rule
is a compromise rule, taking 135
amendments or so and trying to deter-
mine how we could best represent the
interest of various Republican and
Democrat parties in terms of bringing
it to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I personally oppose a
number of things in the rule. I would
have liked to have seen them out of the
rule. I think there are people who
would have liked to see things in the
rule that are not in the rule. I under-
stand some of the opposition to it and
I will oppose, as vehemently as any
Member, certain aspects of this par-
ticular rule.

Mr. Speaker, just to cite one, the
amendment by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) dealing with assessments abso-
lutely guts the basic bill, and it is one
that I would have a great deal of trou-
ble with.

But this is a rule. It is something
that we have to move forward with. It
is my determination that we should
pass the rule, go on to the debate on

the various amendments, and let them
fall where they may.

Mr. Speaker, why is this a good bill?
It is a good bill because it is the first
major piece of legislation in decades in
this country, perhaps since the cre-
ation of the Department of Education,
which essentially reevaluates the role
of the Federal Government and makes
a determination that we have to start
at a very young age, particularly with
kids in lower-income circumstances,
and teach them how to read by the end
of second grade. And in grades 3
through 8, we have to pay attention to
how kids are doing. That is what the
testing is all about, in order to give
them the opportunity to determine if
they are not doing as well as they
should, and then providing for that op-
portunity.

We do have some consolidation into
block grants to give flexibility. The
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
was very helpful in creating local flexi-
bility so that various people who are
running the local districts could make
decisions in terms of how to expend
money at the local level. This gives the
greatest flexibility of any legislation
ever coming out of Washington, D.C.

Mr. Speaker, essentially what the
President and others have done, and
this is a very bipartisan bill, is that
they have sat down and made the deci-
sion that the ultimate goal here is to
help kids with their education and
where they are going. So even if you do
not agree with everything that is al-
lowed for in the rule, as I do not, I
would still urge people to support the
rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this bill before us today
reflects the culmination of a lot of
work and effort by all of the members
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce. I particularly want to
thank the members of our committee,
the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman
BOEHNER), the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KILDEE), the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK), the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER),
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON), who are part of the working
group. But I want to extend that
thanks to every member of the com-
mittee, all of whom had to stretch to
try to bring this legislation together to
try to create sound educational reform
and improvement along the lines that
so many Members of Congress have
spoken about in our various debates, in
our campaigns, talking to children and
parents to try to make the American
education system a better place for all
of our students so they can acquire the
skills necessary to participate to the
fullest extent in American society.

I believe that this legislation does
that. It does that because of the kind
of cooperation that we received. How-
ever, I must say that I am very dis-
appointed in the rule because I am very
concerned that very crucial items for
debate within the discussion of the
American education system, those
amendments were not allowed in order:
Amendments offered by Members on
this side of the aisle to deal with the
issues of smaller class size, to make
sure that in fact we have an environ-
ment in which teachers can teach and
children can learn; to have modern and
safe schools; to renovate the unsafe
schools and improve schools through
school construction grants; to make
sure that we have adequate counselors
in schools so if we see violence break
out in some of our campuses, even to
the extent of killings through gun vio-
lence and other forms of violence, that
we have people in place who can deal
with these student populations, in
many cases in very difficult situations;
and clearly the need for full funding for
IDEA.

Mr. Speaker, this is important to all
of us on both sides of the aisle to make
sure that funding is there. For that
reason, I would ask Members to vote
against this rule so that perhaps those
amendments could be made in order.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), my distinguished friend and
chairman of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, whose hard
work, along with his ranking member,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER), has led us to this his-
toric day.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), and members of the Com-
mittee on Rules, for their long hours
last night in putting this together.

Mr. Speaker, let me also congratu-
late the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MOAKLEY) for the portrait that
was unveiled yesterday, and congratu-
lations to him and hopefully his health
continues to improve.

Let me, like my colleagues before
me, thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), my part-
ner in this process, along with those
members of the working group, the
gentleman from Delaware (Mr. CAS-
TLE), the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON), the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER); and on
the Democratic side of the aisle, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER),
and the gentlewoman from Hawaii
(Mrs. MINK) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) who have spent
months looking across the table at
each other, trying to develop a bipar-
tisan bill that follows the path that the
President outlined.
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As the gentleman from California

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER) pointed out, we
really owe a debt of gratitude to all
members of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce on both sides
of the aisle who had their moments of
disappointment, their moments of hap-
piness, but a willingness all of the way
through the process to see us produce a
bipartisan bill.

Mr. Speaker, I can say that in the 10
years that I have been here in Con-
gress, the method in which we moved
the bill through the committee and the
cooperation of all of the Members was
absolutely stunning. We had not one ill
word said in the committee. We worked
together, even when we were dis-
agreeing, to try to produce a bill that
will help children in America. I want to
thank my colleagues.

As the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE) pointed out, this is an historic
opportunity. President Bush has made
education reform his top priority, and
now the House has the opportunity to
deliver on the President’s promise.
There are four main components of this
bill. Four key principles that the Presi-
dent outlined during the campaign and
has talked about all year: holding
schools accountable to American par-
ents; providing State and local school
districts with unprecedented new flexi-
bility; giving new choices to parents
and students who are trapped in failing
schools; and ensuring that student in-
struction is based on sound, scientific
research.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1 that we have
coming before us embodies each of
those principles and closely tracks
with the President’s education reform
plan. We are on the threshold of the
first serious overhaul of Federal edu-
cation policy since it was created in
1965. There is a lot of discussion that
we will have about this bill when we
get to it. First, however, we have to
pass the rule that is before us.

Mr. Speaker, I know there is some
disappointment, disappointment on the
Democratic side of the aisle and dis-
appointment on the Republican side of
the aisle on some amendments that
were not made in order. However, we
have produced a rule that is fair: fair
for the Members, fair for the country,
and fair for this bill. All of us know we
have a very delicately balanced bill.
The only way we are going to produce
a solid, bipartisan bill is to keep a deli-
cately balanced bill.

Mr. Speaker, there are amendments
that Members would like to offer, but I
think that we have a fair representa-
tion embodied in this rule, and I would
urge my colleagues to support the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE).

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1 is a
good bipartisan bill; but I oppose this
rule for several reasons, one of which is
the denial of any Democratic amend-
ment on school construction.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Govern-
ment has spent millions and millions of

dollars on State and local prisons dur-
ing my time here in Congress, and vir-
tually nothing on public school renova-
tion and construction. About 15 years
ago, a Federal judge in Flint, Michi-
gan, my hometown, ordered the closing
of our county jail, built in 1930, stating
that it was unfit for human habitation.
A few years later, we blew that jail up
in compliance with that court order.

b 1300
That jail was newer and in better

condition than many schools in my
congressional district, including
Homedale Elementary School in my
own neighborhood which is in deplor-
able condition. We should really be
ashamed when we spend money on pris-
ons and find some reason not to spend
money on school construction and ren-
ovation. Let us at least have the oppor-
tunity to vote on school construction.
It is a very nonintrusive way to help
our schools, school construction and
renovation. What are we really afraid
of?

We have crafted a reasonable bipar-
tisan education bill. Let us have a rea-
sonable rule for floor action.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON).

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wonder
if the chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce would en-
gage with me in a colloquy.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. WILSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. BOEHNER. I would be happy to.
Mrs. WILSON. As the gentleman

from Ohio knows, I had filed an amend-
ment with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER), on
public school choice. That amendment
would have provided parents and chil-
dren a better education through the
public schools by eliminating barriers
to full choice within public school sys-
tems. My amendment would have pro-
vided transportation expenses in public
schools and creative funding mecha-
nisms for charter school facilities,
whether those facilities are leased or
purchased.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio and I worked together yesterday
on a version of this amendment that
would be in order and that the com-
mittee could accept. That amendment
would have authorized $400 million in
Federal matching funds for States to
level the playing field in the area of fa-
cilities funding for charter schools and
traditional public schools. Charter
schools often have to choose between
paying their rent and paying their
teachers.

Mr. BOEHNER. Yes, I am very famil-
iar with the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment.

Mrs. WILSON. I understand the gen-
tleman supported making this amend-
ment in order and that it was inadvert-
ently left out of the amendments that
we will consider on this bill.

Mr. BOEHNER. The gentlewoman is
correct. I strongly support public
school choice and eliminating the bar-
riers for charter schools to educate
children. The lack of funding for space
is one of the biggest hurdles they face.
We need to create incentives for States
to provide funding mechanisms for
charter schools without taking funds
away from public schools. The gentle-
woman has been a leader in these ef-
forts to improve public education, and
particularly crafting innovative fi-
nancing mechanisms for schools. I was
looking forward to working with the
gentlewoman from New Mexico and the
gentleman from Indiana to debate that
issue on the floor. Unfortunately, the
amendment was not made in order.

Mrs. WILSON. Would the gentleman
agree to seek to include the per-pupil
facilities aid program amendment in
the conference committee on H.R. 1?

Mr. BOEHNER. As the gentlewoman
is aware and the gentleman from Indi-
ana is aware, similar language is in the
Senate version of this bill. I will pledge
to work with the gentlewoman from
New Mexico and the gentleman from
Indiana when we get to conference on
trying to secure this language in the
final version of the bill.

Mrs. WILSON. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio. I thank him for his leader-
ship. I look forward to continuing our
work together.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. WILSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New Mexico,
someone whom I have enjoyed working
with on public school choice. I just
want to say that as we debate this bi-
partisan bill over the next several
days, we are going to be dealing with
issues of reform and accountability and
testing. And we are going to be dealing
with issues of when children do not do
very well, that they have more options
to get into new schools and out of fail-
ing schools. Certainly this amendment
that the gentlewoman and I have
worked on expands public school
choice, expands options for parents to
get into charter schools and magnet
schools, and does it earlier than wait-
ing 3 or 4 years for a school to fail. We
have put this amendment together. It
is a bipartisan amendment on the Sen-
ate side with Senator GREGG and Sen-
ator CARPER. We hope that this would
be accepted in conference.

Mr. BOEHNER. I would be happy as I
mentioned to the gentlewoman, if she
will yield further, that we will work to-
gether in conference to try to secure
this language. I share their commit-
ment to increased public school choice
and to the growing movement of char-
ter schools that are providing help for
children in very needy communities.

Mrs. WILSON. I thank my colleague
from Indiana for his strong work on
this and we will continue to work to-
gether. I thank the chairman for his
leadership as well. I looked forward to
working with him.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the opportunity to
serve on the working group rep-
resenting the minority was a tremen-
dous experience. I must say that going
into this, I did not expect to be able to
reconcile all the various differences
that we held on the majority and the
minority side. It took an amazing
amount of work on the part of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) to put this together.
In the process of reconciling many of
our differences, one of the salient
points that made it possible in my
opinion for us to come forward with
this bipartisan bill was the assurance
that many of the amendments that the
Democrats wanted to offer to be in-
cluded in the major legislation would
be given an opportunity to be debated
on the floor. With that assurance, we
gave up the opportunity for major de-
bate on these items in the committee
as we deliberated on the consensus bill.
So I cannot begin to describe my huge
disappointment that the Committee on
Rules did not permit two of the most
important Democratic amendments
that we have been talking about for
years.

Now, this is the world-renowned leg-
islative body that everybody looks to
in terms of being able to come to grips
with the major issues of our times and
to debate them on both sides of the
aisle. We are being deprived of that op-
portunity by this rule which prevents
the minority from presenting these two
amendments having to do with school
construction and class size, the two
most important issues that affect al-
most all of our school districts.

So it is with great disappointment
that I come to the floor today, in spite
of all the efforts that we made in our
committee, to ask the Members of this
body to vote down this rule so that we
may have the opportunity to offer
these two important amendments.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express disappoint-
ment that the rule for consideration of H.R. 1
does not permit me to offer an amendment to
hire 100,000 additional counselors in our
schools.

The amendment would have provided
100,000 resource-based staff for our public
schools to help students cope with the stress
and anxieties of adolescence. The amendment
is similar to H.R. 466, which I introduced on
February 6, 2001.

None of us will forget the roster of incidents
of school violence. Only yesterday a 14 year
old was convicted of second degree murder
for killing a middle school teacher. What could
make a seemingly typical child turn so violent?

Substantive preventative measures have
their place. Security guards, metal detectors,
and expelling violent students all have their
place in addressing this problem. But they do

nothing to address the child’s anger, rage and
frustration that leads him or her to commit a
violent act.

My amendment would enable schools to
work with children to ensure they can handle
their anger and emotions without resorting to
violence. Many of our children enter school
with emotional, physical, and interpersonal
barriers to learning. We need more school
counselors in our schools, not only to help
identify these troubled youths, but to work on
developmental skill building. Children do not
check their personal and home problems at
the schoolhouse door; the problems come in
with them.

Suregeon General Dr. David Satcher has
said that appropriate interventions made dur-
ing or prior to adolescence can direct young
people away from violence toward healthy and
constructive lives. The window of opportunity
for effective interventions opens early and
rarely, if ever, closes. Thus, prevention is the
best guard against youth violence.

We have no real infrastructure of support
our kids when it comes to mental health serv-
ices in our schools. The most recent statistics
indicate that there are 90,000 guidance coun-
selors for approximately 41.4 million students
in our public schools. That translates to 1
counselor for every 513 students. In Hawaii,
we have only 1 counselor for every 525 stu-
dents. In California, there is only 1 counselor
for more than 1,000 students.

That is simply not enough. The Institute of
Medicine of the National Academy of Sciences
recommends that there be at least one coun-
selor per 250 students, especially beginning in
middle school.

With current counselors responsible for such
large numbers of students, they are unable to
address the students’ personal needs. Instead,
their role is more often administrative, sched-
uling, and job and college counseling. The
child is forfeited for different goals.

My amendments would put 100,000 new re-
source staff in our schools to focus on the
mental health needs of students. It authorizes
$2.8 billion for fiscal year 2002. While that
may seen a large sum, it is only $28,000 per
counselor.

This resource staff will be hired to address
the personal, family, peer level, emotional, and
developmental needs of students, enabling
them to detect early warning signs of troubled
youth. They will improve student interaction
and school safety. In a nutshell, they can help
save children’s lives.

The resource staff can also consult with
teachers and parents about student learning,
behavior, and emotional problems. they can
develop and implement prevention programs
and deal with substance abuse. They can set
up peer mediation, and they can enhance
problem solving in schools. Resource staff will
provide important support services to students,
and to parents and teachers on behalf of the
students.

In addition, my amendment makes coun-
selors eligible for professional development
training.

If we really are serious about addressing
school violence, we must address prevention
and that means having the available personnel
to address the mental, emotional and develop-
mental needs of the children.

I regret that the Rules Committee did not
permit me to offer this very important amend-
ment.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), also a member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the committee, I rise in
strong support of the rule. Actually I
thought we were going to continue
that spirit of bipartisanship that we
had on the Committee on Education
and the Workforce with the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER). But unfortunately that seems
to be dissipated here. I am very un-
happy about it and I do not understand
it at all, because in my assessment of
the rule, it seems as though we have
continued that bipartisanship and we
have really focused on the issues of
genuine concern to all that divided us.
I am deeply disappointed to hear that
the partisanship that we put aside in
the committee deliberations is unfairly
raising its head on this rule debate. I
believe that we have considered all of
the issues that genuinely were the core
of the education program and that, in
the tradition of our fine democracy,
they are included in this rule.

For example, I was one who was
against vouchers as part of this bill. I
was one in the committee that led the
fight against vouchers in this bill. But
appropriately, since it is an issue of
great interest to a core group of people
on both sides of the aisle, it is in the
rule and there will be a full and open
debate. That is the way this democracy
should be working in this House.

Now, there are other issues in the
bill, of course; the flexibility in local
control. Another point I should make
that both in the bill and in the rule, we
do put the focus on State and local
control, as it should be. We are not
going to let the Department of Edu-
cation as bureaucrats run these schools
for our children. But let me also point
out, because it is very important to
many Members on both sides and it
seems to me that it is being misunder-
stood, and, that is, the question of ac-
countability and results, and that is
the accountability. This does not dic-
tate national tests. I know that there
are many that are using that against
the rule and against the bill. I want to
repeat, it does not dictate national
tests. The funding is awarded to the
States and to the schools, the local
schools, for the testing as well as the
corrective action.

Then I might finally just allude to
my amendment on the mental health
counseling which was very well in-
cluded in the bill. But I guess in con-
clusion I have to say I am confident
that the controversial measures that
under this rule and these amendments
that will be brought up will be defeated
and that we will be consistent with
reaching out on a bipartisan basis and
supporting the President’s vision for
education reform, leaving no child be-
hind.
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As a member of the Committee I rise in

support of the Rule. This is a fair Rule and
this has been a fair process. This Rule con-
tinues the spirit of bipartisanship we had in the
Education Committee. It allows an open de-
bate on the important issues on which we
genuinely disagree.

I commend the Education and Workforce
Committee Chairman BOEHNER and Ranking
Member GEORGE MILLER for their leadership,
hard work, and diligence. Also, I thank Con-
gressmen CASTLE, MCKEON, and ISAKSON for
their work with key Democrats to form this
compromise.

This Rule and this bill are truly examples of
bipartisanship. Make no mistake—this was not
an easy process. There were many hurdles
along the way—and many times we all
thought an impasse had been reached. But
each time, the sides returned to the negoti-
ating table and found a way to achieve a com-
promise. No one on either side ever lost sight
of the goal—to ensure that every child, regard-
less of situation, in every public school in
America receive a quality education.

This is the way the process is proposed to
work—partisan politics have been set aside to
make way for a meaningful debate on the
issues that matter to America and our chil-
dren. This process has not been about poli-
tics—this process has been about the edu-
cation of our children. I am deeply dis-
appointed to hear that partisanship is unfairly
raising its head on The Rule debate. This Rule
deserves to be adopted because if is fair and
right for this debate. In the Committee we de-
bated many of these issues. This Rule allows
the whole House to genuinely debate the
issues in education that in the tradition of our
democracy.

For instance, in the Committee we decided
against allowing vouchers to be part of this
bill. Although I oppose vouchers, I agree with
my colleagues that this issue deserves a gen-
uine and legitimate debate by the whole
House. This Rule allows the House to work its
will. It is not just vouchers. Other issues that
divide us, such as testing and accountability,
will receive a fair and honest hearing through
this Rule. These subjects will be fairly debated
under this Rule. All Members, because of this
Rule, will have the opportunity to make their
case for or against these important issues. In
addition to this Rule allowing us to debate the
issues, it allows Members from across both
sides of the aisle to have their amendments
heard. The Rule strikes the appropriate bal-
ance by allowing a number of bipartisan
amendments.

This Rule focuses debate on the most im-
portant and contentious issues of education
reform. It is fair, it allows genuine debate, and
at the end of the day the will of the House will
be heard.

I am pleased that the bill before us today is
bipartisan and is reflective of President Bush’s
vision for education reform.

Specifically: H.R. 1 provides unprecedented
flexibility and local control.

It is vitally important to cut federal education
regulations and provide more flexibility to
states and local school districts. We should
give our educators the flexibility to shape fed-
eral education programs in ways that work
best for our teachers and our children not for
bureaucrats at the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. Children should be put ahead of fed-
eral regulations. Washington does not know

best and Congress should not serve as a na-
tional school board. While there indeed is a
role for the federal government in education,
we must be cautious of the Department of
Education becoming a dynasty. I believe that
by reversing this trend we will be well on the
way to creating the best education system for
our children.

Flexibility allows school districts the ability to
target federal resources where they are need-
ed the most. This will ensure that state and
local officials can meet the unique needs of
their students.

H.R. 1 dramatically enhances flexibility for
local school districts in two ways: (1) through
allowing school districts to transfer a portion of
their funds among an assortment of ESEA
programs as long as they demonstrate results
(2) and through the consolidation of overlap-
ping federal programs.

Very important to many of our members and
this President, H.R. 1 enhances accountability
and demands results.

As we deregulate federal education pro-
grams and provide more flexibility, we must
also ensure that federal education programs
produce real, accountable results. Too many
federal education programs have failed. For
example, even though the federal government
has spent more than $120 billion on the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Act (ESEA) since its
inception in 1965, it is not clear that ESEA has
led to higher academic achievement. Federal
education programs must contain mechanisms
that make it possible for Congress to evaluate
whether they work.

This bill provides accountability and de-
mands results through high standards and as-
sessments. And it provides appropriate re-
sponses to address failure. States will be re-
quired to test students in grades 3–8. It is im-
portant to emphasize that the states will de-
velop their own standards and assessments.
This bill does not dictate a national test. What
the bill does is say that if you are going to ac-
cept federal education funding, then you are
going to be held accountable for results. We
reward states and schools that improve.
Those that do not improve will undergo correc-
tive actions.

H.R. 1 ensures that our schools are safe.
An important element included here is ensur-
ing that mental health screening and services
are made available to young people. In ad-
dressing school safety, we must ensure that
children with mental health needs are identi-
fied early and provided with the services they
so desperately need. Many youth who may be
headed toward school violence or other trage-
dies can be helped if we identify their early
symptoms. The nation is facing a public crisis
in mental health for children and adolescents.
While 1 in 10 children and adolescents suffer
from mental illness severe enough to cause
some level of impairment, fewer than 1 in 5 of
these children receive needed treatment.

I am pleased that this bill includes school-
based mental health services language in ad-
dressing school safety and substance abuse.

While I am confident the controversial
measures that would erode bipartisanship and
move us away from the President’s vision for
education reform will be defeated, I am also
confident that by the end of this process we
will have a solid, strong education package
that is good for our nation’s children.

I believe in this bill. But these issues de-
serve full debate and this Rule grants us that

debate. I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the Rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT).

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to ask my colleagues to vote no on this
rule and to give every child the first-
rate public education that he or she de-
serves. I believe, and I think most
Members believe, that education is the
challenge of our time. And after the
early promise of a bipartisan accord on
education, before getting sidetracked
by a partisan tax cut bill, we are on the
floor with probably the first truly bi-
partisan effort of the Bush administra-
tion. I congratulate the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) on bringing this truly bipar-
tisan bill to fruition.

This, in our view, is real compromise.
It is real bipartisan legislation. It is
the product of two sides coming to-
gether for the sake of something larg-
er. Democrats did not get everything
that we wanted. Republicans did not
get everything that they wanted. But
both sides were able to forge agreement
on more accountability, better-trained
teachers, high-quality teachers, and
after-school programs which we know
make schools safer.

That is why Democrats are deeply
disappointed with the rule that the Re-
publicans have put forward today. This
rule prevents us from offering amend-
ments that we believe are critical to an
excellent public education in the Infor-
mation Age. It squelches debate on the
most important issue that we know,
preventing us from bringing two key
amendments; to modernize public
schools and help get smaller class sizes
for our children.

Something clearly happened between
the goodwill in committee and bring-
ing this bill to the floor. Instead of
building on what was an honest com-
promise in the committee, the Repub-
lican leadership has backed away from
the promise of education reform and
opening the door to reducing resources
for after-school and other critical pro-
grams. It has opened the door to
undoing school accountability, an issue
where the President and all of us on
the Democratic side agree. And it is re-
visiting the flawed voucher scheme
that will not turn around failing
schools, will leave children behind, and
that Members of both parties have re-
jected.

Now, we need to improve public edu-
cation for children by building new
schools and repairing school buildings,
something that both Democrats and
Republicans have proposed. By ensur-
ing smaller class sizes, by hiring new
teachers, by providing new resources,
not less, we live up to the true promise
of education reform that truly would
leave no child behind.

We believe with all our hearts that
bipartisan amendments on building
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new schools, on repairing and refur-
bishing schools and allowing for small-
er classroom size would command bi-
partisan majorities in this House today
and next week when we take up this
bill.

b 1315
We ask Members to turn down this

rule and give us a rule that will yield
a real, real bipartisan education bill
for the American people.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER), a member of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I support
this rule, but strongly oppose this bill,
reluctantly, after having worked with
it for much time and even the last cou-
ple of years in committee.

The amendments being offered today
are a mixed bag. Some are good and
could restore this to a Republican Bush
bill, but most likely they are going to
be left behind in the leave-no-Demo-
crat-behind bill and it will remain a
Kennedy-Miller bill.

This bill, in my opinion, is worse
than current law. Most moral concerns
that many of us had and worked with
were stripped out in compromises. I un-
derstood the process, but did not ex-
pect it to go so far.

I am disappointed that religious deni-
gration discrimination amendment is
not in the bill. I am disappointed that
we could not get charitable choice. In
fact, that was negotiated out in the
Senate and there was no point in com-
ing further on the House floor with it.
It was taken out of our bill, which was
in it in the past. Every concern of
moral Christians that we had in trying
to put protections in this bill are gone.

This bill is spending far more money
than any conservative can possibly live
with. The national testing is a stand-
ard that we have fought. The Repub-
licans fought even President Clinton’s
State standards, yet alone Federal
standards.

This bill is unacceptable to Rush
Limbaugh, to Dr. Dobson, to over 50
conservative groups in this country. It
is unacceptable to Bill Bennett and
Chester Finn, who are original people
who are doing this. Every major con-
servative in this country is opposed to
it, and some conservatives in Wash-
ington need to stand up and say we
cannot go there.

I very much respect accountability
and the principle of accountability. I
am an MBA as well. I believe you need
to have measures. I do not believe the
problem right now is that there are not
tests. I fear one national test, and in-
evitably this test will control not only
public schools and lead to curriculum
controlling, it will control home-
schoolers and private schools, because
once schools become punished by not
meeting a standard and the parents
have no escape, there will be a manipu-
lation of that standard.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
deeply disappointed with this rule, but
strongly supportive of this bipartisan
bill.

There is an old saying about par-
tisanship being left at the water’s edge
with regard to foreign policy. Well, bi-
partisanship should not be left in the
Committee on Rules when we have
worked so hard for a bipartisan bill.

We have worked going back to De-
cember with meetings that many of us
had, Republicans and Democrats alike,
with then President-elect Bush in Aus-
tin; and we built on that negotiation
and that discussion to put a bill to-
gether in our committee, working with
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON), the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER), and on our side, the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER),
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE), and the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii (Mrs. MINK), we put education re-
form and children over bickering and
politics.

We have also worked on trying to
combine some very important ele-
ments, the elements of a fair locally
devised test with remediation and re-
sources to help poor children that are
not passing some of those tests.

We are going to have some key votes
and some key amendments coming up,
and I hope that we can keep this bipar-
tisanship together that is so fragile
and delicate but so important to con-
vincing the American people that we
can do the people’s work with common
sense, with civility, and good will.

I have great disappointment in this
rule, but urge strong support for this
bipartisan underlying bill.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. SCHAFFER), a member of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak in favor
of the rule and urge for its adoption,
because the rule allows for a number of
amendments that I view to be critical
and important.

Our President proposed in this docu-
ment his education vision for America.
He also has proposed in other docu-
ments subsequent to his Presidency
called Leave No Child Behind a bold
education plan which represented an
important balance in education reform.
That balance included school choice, it
included accountability, and it in-
cluded flexibility.

The school choice provisions of the
bill, however, have been ripped out of
the legislation at the committee level
and they remain outside of that legis-
lation today. That was a painful defeat
for the White House and I think for
conservatives and for Republicans in

general who believe that provision of
the President’s bill is essential and is
important.

The committee also stripped out of
the legislation the language dealing
with flexibility known as Straight A’s,
or, as the President called it in his
plan, Charter States. This rule allows
for the opportunity for those two pro-
visions in the President’s plan to be re-
considered on the floor, and it gives all
of us, Mr. Speaker, a chance to restore
the President’s bill to his original vi-
sion.

Absent those two core provisions of
the President’s plan, there really is
very little left of what the President
initially proposed in his plan that
helped bring him to the Presidency and
his plan that he brought to the Con-
gress to leave no child behind.

This rule is important because it
makes those rules in order. We have
commitments from our own leadership
and from our own chairmen with re-
spect to the Straight A’s provision,
that that will be restored here on the
floor before that bill goes on to the
conference committee, and those are
important elements in restoring the
President’s vision.

The rule is necessary, and I urge its
adoption.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY).

(Mr. TIERNEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in opposition to this rule. The
President, on a number of occasions,
has made it clear that education is sup-
posedly his number one priority, and
that is exactly how it should be. What
deeply troubles me is the heavy-handed
way in which the majority is pre-
venting the full House from debating
some of the most crucial elements of
this concept.

While ostensibly one of the more im-
portant factors for this bill for the
President and others is testing, yet
this rule allows only one amendment,
and that would completely strike a
proposed new test. No other amend-
ment on the validity or concept of test-
ing would be allowed if this rule passes,
not even one.

If it passes, there will be no real con-
sideration as to whether we provide
sufficient resources to schools to ad-
minister fairly and comprehensively
these tests. There will be no real de-
bate about whether or not this type of
testing is even good for our students
or, if it is, what is the best way to ad-
minister them.

We are going to hear a lot of reasons
why it could not be done, and chief
amongst them is you allowed us some
amendments. Well, 28 out of 158 is
hardly enough. You are going to say
there is not enough time to do all of
this. Well, we are going to be going
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home in a little while and we are not
coming back tomorrow, so that does
not carry any water. The fact of the
matter is a good public policy debate is
exactly what we need, especially on
this bill, and we all ought to be here to
engage in it.

One amendment that I would propose
would address perhaps the biggest flaw
in this debate. The bill dramatically
increases the scope and frequency of
standardized tests by requiring States
to begin testing students each year in
grades 3 through 8. That is on top of
current requirements. As a result, chil-
dren will sit for standardized tests by
the time they reach the age 9, and in
some fourth grade classrooms in fact
children still sit three times in a given
year.

What clearly is unfair is the anemic
funding that this bill proposes. The
Congressional Budget Office says it
will cost $650 million each year for
States to design, administer, review
and revise the tests required by H.R. 1.
That is way more than is expressed in
this bill, and there is no way of telling
how the States intend to make up the
difference, other than by depriving
other important educational programs.

For this reason I submitted an
amendment that would require annual
appropriations to reach $600 million be-
fore those provisions could go into ef-
fect. Clearly, Mr. Speaker, it seems the
majority cannot see the millions of
students through the trillions in tax
cuts.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR).

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, this bill says a lot. It
could say a lot more. I rise today to
argue the point that the Members of
the Committee on Education and
Workforce, at least on our side of the
aisle, were told to keep this bill to-
gether, we are working cooperatively.
When you get to the floor, you are
going to have a chance to do what you
want to do with amendment. You are
going to be able to deal with the class
size issue, you are going to be able to
deal with school modernization and
school construction.

Well, lo and behold, the rule comes
down, and no classroom modernization
amendment, no class size amendment,
are made in order. Overcrowded class-
rooms, the fact that teachers are re-
quired to instruct so many students
that children are not getting the atten-
tion they deserve, the attention they
desperately need, this is a huge issue, a
huge issue.

Right now in Michigan, we have some
of the most qualified teachers in the
country. Ninety-nine percent of our
teachers in public secondary schools
hold teaching certificates in their main
teaching assignment. Forty-eight per-
cent have masters degrees. Yet with all
that talent and all that skill, all of
that is undermined by the fact that, on
average, they have bigger class sizes,

these teachers in my State, bigger
class sizes than they do in 44 other
States.

Yet under this rule, as I suggested,
we are not presented with the oppor-
tunity to go forward with the 100,000
teacher program, to put more teachers
in our classrooms, reduce that size, get
more discipline, more attention to
those students.

A lot of folks these days talk about
modern classrooms, about connecting
the schools with the Internet, and that
is critically important and we need to
do that. But we also cannot forget that
there are literally thousands of schools
in this country that are in desperate
need of repair; schools with broken
plumbing systems, schools that were
too hot in the summer and too cold in
the winter, schools where children sit
in rundown classrooms with broken
windows and peeling paint and asbestos
hanging from the ceilings. If it is an
environment that none of us would
choose to live in, how can we say it is
an environment where our children
should struggle to learn in?

Well, today, Michigan, like on the
other issue of class size, we have a very
bad statistic with respect to school
modernization. We have the sixth high-
est percentage of school districts in
America reporting at least one building
in inadequate condition.

So, this rule denies us the oppor-
tunity, Mr. Speaker, to address those
issues. They are primary issues, they
are important issues, and I hope my
colleagues as a result of that will vote
against this rule, and hopefully the
committee will go back and make
them in order, so at least we can have
a debate on these issues and move for-
ward on class size and school mod-
ernization and make sure our kids have
the kind of place we want them to
learn in.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this rule. In nego-
tiations, we were pretty much assured
that Democratic amendments would be
included on the floor. Good Democratic
amendments, such as my amendment
to create safe havens at or near
schools, and my amendment to bring
more females into the high-tech and
science workforce, should be part of to-
day’s debate, and we should be talking
about school construction.

But these ideas were, obviously, inad-
vertently left out. Instead, Republican
amendments that will destroy our bi-
partisan effort by taking funds from
the students and the schools that need
them the most are being considered.

This rule definitely fails the fair play
test. Let us vote it down. Let us give
the whole issue back to the House, so
that some day soon we can pass a real
bipartisan bill that will debate all of
the issues that are important to this

House in general on both sides of the
aisle.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
rule considering the No Child Left Be-
hind Act still leaves many children be-
hind. It fails to address national con-
cerns, such as the desperate need to re-
pair and modernize our schools, to re-
duce class sizes and to hire counselors
so that our children learn in the best
possible environment.

It treats limited English proficient
children unfairly. With one hand the
majority tries to court Hispanic voters,
but in this bill it places new and undue
burdens on Hispanic children.

Democrats have made this bill enor-
mously better, but it is too bad that
the Republican budget resolution
would not fund many of these initia-
tives. The majority showed its prior-
ities last week and decided to leave
education behind.

The bill has the wrong answer on
mandatory testing. At a time when the
majority is quick to pass provisions or-
dering the National Academy of
Sciences to study ergonomic standards
before implementing rules and the ef-
fects of dredging the Hudson River to
remove contaminants, it is remarkable
that it is going to allow mandatory
multiple testing of children from the
third to eighth grade without allowing
the National Academy of Sciences to
study the proposal.

The rule we are considering today
does not give us the opportunity to
correct those mistakes and improve
the bill. The rule shuts the door on ini-
tiatives that American people care
about, while opening the door to pro-
posals the American people have re-
jected.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me time, and
I rise in opposition to the rule.

Let me just give one example of how
the promise to have debate on the floor
has been broken.

b 1330

Science education. Science is not
just another subject, it is fundamental,
like reading and math. For the past
year, the National Commission on the
Teaching of Math and Science, the so-
called John Glenn Commission, met
and made a number of recommenda-
tions. Some of those recommendations,
such as one that would call for a net-
work of national academies, training
academies for science teachers around
the country, were included in the re-
port, but were not allowed for debate in
the committee because, they said, we
were told it would be allowed on the
floor.

This is critically important. We face
a crisis in science and math teaching.
The title of our report says it well: be-
fore it is too late. Senator Glenn, the
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head of Intel, the head of State Farm
insurance, a number of other leaders in
industry, education and business
around the country say that we need
these recommendations. We should at
least have a debate on them on the
floor.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
me this time. I rise today in opposition
to this rule for one particular reason:
there are too many children being left
behind. Time after time this year I
have asked that we finally have a dis-
cussion about the Federal Govern-
ment’s underfunding of the Individuals
with Disabilities Act.

Mr. Speaker, 26 years ago, the Fed-
eral Government made a promise to
children with disabilities, their par-
ents, their teachers and their schools,
that we would pay 40 percent of the ex-
cess cost to local school districts to
educate children with disabilities. I do
not know about the rest of my col-
leagues, but I grew up in a family
where when one made a promise, one
kept that promise. Today seemed like
the perfect opportunity to have this
discussion.

As I did earlier this year in the Com-
mittee on the Budget, I proposed an
amendment that would have finally
made sure the government kept its
promise. This time, I was joined by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND),
who is on the Committee on Education
and the Workforce. I am sad to report
that we were denied even the oppor-
tunity to bring this amendment to the
floor.

Once again, we are sending the mes-
sage to our students that this legisla-
tion leaves no child behind, except for
those with disabilities. I urge a ‘‘no’’
vote on the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time
and for her extraordinary leadership on
this issue.

I rise today to oppose this rule which
eliminated many good amendments
that should have been at least debated.
For example, I submitted an amend-
ment that would have established a
formula grant program to ensure that
all States could receive funding to
allow them to hire additional school
counselors, social workers, and psy-
chologists. At a time when our children
are dealing with suicide, substance
abuse, school shootings, and other very
grown-up problems, these mental
health personnel are vital to the health
and well-being of our students. The av-
erage student-to-counselor ratio is
1,100 to one in my State of California,
although the recommended ratio is 250
to 1.

Now, as a trained clinical social
worker, I know firsthand how coun-
seling and effective treatment can re-

duce violent behavior. Early detection
of troubled youth by mental health
counselors prevents school violence.
We need mental health school coun-
selors in all of our schools. We need
school construction. We need smaller
class sizes. We owe this to our children.
I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, as a member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, I am a proud supporter of
the underlying bill, H.R. 1. I am glad to
see we finally have legislation that rec-
ognizes the number one issue, the num-
ber one priority of the American peo-
ple: education improvement in this
country.

I am, however, extremely dis-
appointed in the rule. I think it is
shameful that the only amendment
that was offered dealing with special
education in this country, IDEA, is
how we can better punish special edu-
cation students rather than how we can
help them.

A couple of days ago I offered an
amendment in the Committee on Rules
with the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Ms. HOOLEY) that would allow a debate
as to how we can increase funding on
special education costs so the Federal
Government lives up to our 40 percent
cost share. We are only at 15 percent
today. If there is one issue that is hav-
ing a devastating financial impact on
local school districts from district to
district across the country, it is the in-
ability of the Federal Government to
live up to our responsibility, our obli-
gation to fund special-education ex-
penses. Our amendment would have at
least allowed a discussion of that in
the context of the elementary- and sec-
ondary-education bill. Because it was
not made in order, I would encourage
my colleagues to oppose the rule and
give us a chance to discuss this impor-
tant issue.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the chairman and
ranking member for their work on this
very important issue, the issue of edu-
cation. I am disappointed that like the
collapse of a real energy policy for the
American people, we are about to verge
on a collapse of this legislation.

I offered two amendments that I
thought would be very important to
deal with the high degree of suicide and
the difficulty that our young people
are having today; to provide grants to
ensure that we would have local fund-
ing and assistance for drug and vio-
lence prevention, and also to reduce
the risk of children; to identify health
risks for our children that play on

playgrounds where there is an exposure
to tin, zinc, mercury and lead, that
would have helped enhance the edu-
cational facilities that we have.

Finally, I think it is very important
that we have additional resources for
mental health services where there are
those kinds of resources in the schools
so that there is no stigma, and we can
refer the children and their families to
therapy and counseling and psychiatric
health care.

As well, on this whole issue of test-
ing, can one imagine testing a little 8-
year-old all the time, focusing the
teacher’s resources on testing? We need
to reconsider that, and we need more
school construction. We could have
done a better job on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I ask opposition to the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to join my col-
leagues in the support of education for all of
our nation’s children. I would like to thank and
commend the work of the House Committee
on Education and the Workforce in their effort
to present a bipartisan bill for our consider-
ation.

I am disappointed that the Rule for this bill
does not take into consideration several points
that I feel should be part of this effort to not
leave any child behind. These are real prob-
lems with America’s schools, but the fault is
not isolated to one source, but are multiple in
nature. We know that children are acting out
a level of rage that challenges our ability to
educate our children in a safe and nurturing
environment.

The children of our nation are our country’s
greatest asset and should be the top priority of
the Congress and the Administration. The lack
of will to make critical and sometimes difficult
decisions on children and education issues
has damaged the ability of the United States
to guarantee that the next generation will
achieve a higher standard of living than their
parents.

We must make sure that this bill to reform
our nations education system truly does not
leave any child behind. This bill reauthorizes
federal elementary and secondary education
programs (including the Title I compensatory
education, teacher training and bilingual edu-
cation programs) for five years (through FY
2006) and includes changes to current laws
intended to improve the effectiveness of public
schools and hold schools accountable.

The measure reported by the Education and
the Workforce Committee has provisions in-
tended to hold public schools accountable for
improving the academic achievement of their
students. It requires annual testing, flexibility in
spending at the local school district level, as
well as a new system that would require poor-
ly performing public schools to improve or face
consequences, which could include the re-
moval of staff or the transfer of some of their
students to other public schools.

As the founder and Co-Chair of the Con-
gressional Children’s Caucus, I have a strong
interest in the well being of our nation’s chil-
dren and would like to offer the following
amendments for the committee’s consideration
as it prepares the rule for consideration of this
historic legislation.

The Houston Independent School District
(HISD) is the largest public school system in
Texas and the seventh largest in the United
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States. Our schools are dedicated to giving
every student the best possible education
through an intensive core curriculum and spe-
cialized, challenging instructional and career
programs. HISD is working hard to become
Houstonian’s K–12 school system of choice,
constantly improving and refining instruction
and management to make them as effective,
productive, and economical as possible.

HISD has become a leader in restructuring
public education, most recently by establishing
unprecedented new standards that every stu-
dent must meet to earn promotion from one
grade to the next. HISD’s balanced approach
to the teaching of reading has garnered na-
tional attention, and Project CLEAR, a com-
prehensive initiative to align curriculum with
fundamental knowledge and skills expected of
all students, is contributing to a steady rise in
scholastic performance. HISD is bringing its
school buildings up to high standards and
building 10 new schools through Rebuild
2002, a $678-million capital improvement pro-
gram. In addition, HISD opened two new
state-of-the art high schools that were built
thanks to the creation of tax increment zones
that allow HISD to derive revenue from in-
creases in property value through redevelop-
ment. HISD is demonstrating the utmost man-
agerial accountability through contractual ar-
rangements with specialists in budgeting, pur-
chasing, payroll, personnel management, food
services, and maintenance that enable the
school district to devote more resources di-
rectly to the classroom.

The 18th Congressional District of Houston
serves a very diverse group of young people,
52 percent are Hispanic, 34 percent are Afri-
can American, 10 percent are white, nearly 3
percent are Asian/Pacific Islander, and just
under one percent are Native American. The
district mangers 295 campuses and edu-
cational programs: twenty-nine are high
schools, 34 are middle schools, 186 are ele-
mentary schools, 19 are charter schools, 9 are
community-based alternative programs and 18
are combined-level or other programs.

The heart of HISD are its teachers, prin-
cipals and administrators, librarians, nurses
and psychologist, support staff, parents, and
board members. I can assure you that the City
of Houston is extremely grateful. They have
performed outstandingly and deserve special
recognition; unfortunately our society does not
offer the greatest financial rewards to our most
valued citizens—teachers. However, the Presi-
dent’s Award for Excellence in Elementary
Mathematics and Science Teaching has be-
come an excellent symbol of professional ac-
complishment as an educator.

In order that we do indeed not leave any
child behind, we must first consider that not all
children are the same. Their differences
should not however, limit their opportunity for
a good education in our nation’s public
schools.

As long as there exist a disparity in funding
among school districts within states, and a dis-
parity of education funding K–12 among the
states there will continue to be disparities in
the education of disadvantaged youth espe-
cially taking into consideration the socio-
economic limitations of these communities to
augment the educational experience of their
children. This must and should be acknowl-
edged by the education reform legislation that
we pass and send to the President’s desk. We
know the realities of education in the United

States are that many children are left behind,
not at the discretion of the teacher, school dis-
trict, parent or child, but under the pressures
presented by a lack of adequate funding.

We must fully fund the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Act when it comes up for reauthoriza-
tion next year, but in the mean time there are
thousands of children who are denied access
to assistance because of the difficult decisions
school districts are forced to make in the ab-
sence of adequate funding.

Speech and language difficulties affect chil-
dren of all races in our nation. When a child
cannot be understood then their opportunity
for a good basic education is greatly dimin-
ished.

Because of the lack of funding going into
IDEA, children like Jonathan Adam Roumo,
who is three year’s old Houstonian with a
speech delay problem. School districts across
our nation struggle with the few dollars pro-
vided by the federal government to provide
services with children with disabilities.

Jonathan unfortunately is being left behind
by the current state of affairs in our nation’s
education funding. Jonathan is a bright, intel-
ligent little boy who is inquisitive and a chal-
lenge to his mother and father because of his
interest in everything about his world.

Unfortunately, Jonathan also has difficulty
being understood because the muscles along
his tongue are too weak and affect how he
says words. The tongue is an important organ
of speech in human beings and as such is
critical to being understood.

The muscles along Jonathan’s tongue are at
a stage in development that would equate with
that of a much younger child, which means
that although he has the innate intelligence
and stimulation in his environment to speak,
his physical ability to be understood is greatly
hindered.

Because his parents were concerned about
Jonathan’s inability to make himself under-
stood, they educated themselves about what
was available in the public school system to
help Jonathan. They learned about a speech-
testing program in their local school district,
and saw that Jonathan was tested. Jonathan
did well in all areas of the test, which estab-
lished that he did not need occupational ther-
apy or physical therapy, but he needed
speech therapy.

He was enrolled into a speech program in
August of 2000 and made excellent progress.
Unfortunately, Jonathan’s mother was told that
he could not go to pre-kindergarten, where he
would continue to receive help because he did
not have other types of disability associated
with his speech limitations. To compound this
situation his parents were told that they failed
to meet income requirements, which prevent
Jonathan’s parents from getting him the help
that he needs through the public school sys-
tem.

There are thousands of Jonathans in our
public schools who have the potential to do
very well, with only a little support in speech
development. Under current law Jonathan can
receive thirty minutes of speech each week,
but that is not enough to make sure that this
child is not left behind.

Another serious area which must be ad-
dressed is mental health resources available
to children and their parents in public school.
I have introduced H.R. 73, a bill requiring the
Secretary of Education to conduct research on
children with dyslexia in the public school sys-

tem throughout our nation. Dyslexia is identifi-
able and treatable in children at an early age.
For this reason, all children kindergarten
through third grade must be given tests that
measure the following knowledge skills: print;
book; phonological awareness, phonics, and
writing. These areas have been identified by
child psychologist to be key to recognizing
learning disabilities in very young children so
that they may receive the proper help to in-
sure that they are not left behind.

Further, I would offer that we should rethink
what language programs should be used to
accomplish. If a child with a speech impedi-
ment such as stuttering, lisp, or other delayed
speech cannot be understood by a teacher or
fellow students, then that child’s ability to suc-
ceed in the classroom is limited. Today, we
consider that child to be disabled and the
rules governing the role of schools to provide
proper instruction are not uniform. I would
offer that if a child cannot be understood that
their language barrier be addressed as early
and aggressively as possible by removing all
economic requirements for that child to get
help through the public school system at as
early an age as possible. Violence in public
schools have cast a chilling shadow through
the halls of education in our nation.

The reality of children’s lives today are far
removed from the experiences of previous
generations. They are killing each other and
killing themselves at alarming rates.

Currently, there are 13.7 million children in
this country with a diagnosable mental health
disorder, yet less than 20 percent of these
children received the treatment they need. At
least one in five children and adolescents has
a diagnosable mental, emotional, or behavioral
problem that can lead to school failure, sub-
stance abuse, violence or suicide. However,
75 to 80 percent of these children do not re-
ceive any services in the form of specialty
treatment or some form of mental health inter-
vention.

The White House and the U.S. Surgeon
General have recognized that mental health
needs to be a national priority in this nation’s
debate about comprehensive health care.

Suicide is the eighth leading cause of death
in the United States, accounting for more than
1 percent of all deaths.

The National Mental Health Association re-
ports that most people who commit suicide
have a mental or emotional disorder. The
most common is depression.

According to the 1999 Report of the U.S.
Surgeon General, for young people 15–24
years old, suicide is the third leading cause of
death behind intentional injury and homicide.

Persons under the age of 25 accounted for
15 percent of all suicides in 1997. Between
1980 and 1997, suicide rates for those 15–19
years old increased 11 percent and for those
between the ages of 10–14, the suicide rates
increased 99 percent since 1980.

More teenagers died from suicide than from
cancer, heart disease, AIDS, birth defects,
strokes, influenza and chronic lung disease
combined.

Within every 1 hour and 57 minutes, a per-
son under the age of 25 completes suicide.

Black male youth (ages 10–14) have shown
the largest increase in suicide rates since
1980 compared to other youth groups by sex
and ethnicity, increasing 276 percent.

Almost 12 young people between the ages
of 15–24 die every day by suicide.
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In a study of gay male and lesbian youth

suicide, the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services found lesbian and gay youth
are two to six times more likely to attempt sui-
cide than other youth and account for up to 30
percent of all completed teen suicides.

We must also be prepared and capable of
protecting children from other sources of harm
that are present in their environment, such as
lead, zinc chloride, tin, and mercury.

I appreciate the work done by the Commit-
tees to bring this measure before the House
for consideration, but I feel that is lacking in a
complete and balanced approach to meet the
needs of educating all of our nation’s children.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding me this time.

I rise in opposition to the rule. The
bipartisanship on our committee on
this education bill taught us a lesson
on how to get along and work in a bi-
partisan fashion. It is a lesson that the
leadership of this House has not
learned.

Here is what is wrong with this rule:
it is a delicate compromise between
the Democrats and the Republicans.
There are many Republicans who be-
lieve that block grants called Straight
A’s should be included, and they will
have their chance to make that argu-
ment on this floor. There are many Re-
publicans who believe that private
school vouchers should be included,
and they will have their chance to
make their argument on this floor. But
there are many Democrats who believe
that an extension of the class size re-
duction program ought to be included,
and we will not have our chance to
make that argument on this floor.
There are many of us who believe that
a school construction program should
be added, and we will not have our
chance to make that argument on this
floor.

The lesson of bipartisanship that was
taught by the committee has been ig-
nored by the House majority leader-
ship. Their rule should be rejected.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE).

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the proposed rule
on H.R. 1, No Child Left Behind Act.
Because education is such an impor-
tant issue, I feel that rules must be in-
troduced on the floor so that all people
can express their opinions in the gen-
eral debate. The Committee on Rules
only allowed one amendment from the
Democratic side, and that is wrong.

I went before the Committee on
Rules and asked that my amendment,
which would keep the title I monies at
a 50 percent level, be included. When
title I began, 75 percent of the money

was targeted for poor children. It was
the Federal Government saying, we
need to assist these schools where
there is an imbalance in funding. The
imbalance still is there; but it was re-
duced from 75 percent of poverty to 60
percent of poverty, to 50 percent of
poverty, and now it is 40 percent of
poverty. On the other hand, some of
the people on the other side of the aisle
say, we have a 25 percent amendment
coming up at you next time.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to leave
every child behind. I ask for the rejec-
tion of the rule.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA), my distinguished colleague
and a member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.

I would like to urge strong support
for this rule. It is a fair rule. It will
allow us to vote on amendments which
will restore the President’s plan.

The President’s reform plan for edu-
cation was a delicately balanced ap-
proach, providing more flexibility to
the States, a program to empower par-
ents by allowing them to make more
choices in their children’s education,
and holding schools accountable for the
results that they would deliver; a deli-
cate balance of saying, we are going to
give States more process freedom. We
are no longer going to hold them ac-
countable for the process by which
they spend their money, but we are
going to make sure that every child
goes through and achieves the learning
that we want. We are going to focus on
results accountability.

This rule allows us to have a vote on
restoring State flexibility, which was
ripped out of the committee mark. It
allows us to build on the local flexi-
bility and parental empowerment that
are so critical to the President’s plan.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. WU).

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I want to com-
mend the ranking member and the
chairman for their commendable ef-
forts at crafting a commonsense, bipar-
tisan education bill. But I am going to
ask my colleagues to vote against this
rule which brings partisanship and pre-
vents the bringing of commonsense
amendments which would improve this
bill.

Our efforts at keeping class size re-
duction as a separate source of funding,
maintaining our national priority on
bringing smaller class sizes to schools
across this country was not permitted
to be brought to the floor. Our efforts
to bring school construction to the
floor in order to be fully debated were
not permitted to be brought to the
floor. Class size reduction and school
construction are two priority issues in
American education; and yet we will

not have a chance to discuss these bi-
partisan, commonsense issues. I regret
that very much, and I ask my col-
leagues to vote against this rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH), and I know
he will use it well.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, there is a
lot of talk about accountability, hold-
ing students accountable and teachers
and schools. There is one entity that is
never mentioned, even though States
are responsible for the certification of
teachers, the setting of curriculums,
the entire determination about how
schools are going to be provided re-
sources. There is nothing anywhere
about trying to get States to be re-
sponsible once and for all for the edu-
cation of poor children.

The Congress, in 1965, 35 years ago,
passed the title I law, which we are
getting ready to reauthorize, and since
then, still, States have failed poor chil-
dren.

I would hope that we would have a
rule that would allow us to seek more
accountability. I think there could be
consensus between Democrats and Re-
publicans on that point.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT),
my distinguished colleague.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the rule. I want to commend the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER), but I must agree with
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE) and the gentleman from New York
(Mr. OWENS) that an America that
builds prisons, but not schools, is head-
ed in the wrong direction.

I am asking the Republican leader-
ship to take a good look at the position
of the gentleman from New York (Mr.
OWENS), and when we go to conference,
consider putting some construction
money in for schools. But I am inclined
to support the bill, and I thank the Re-
publican Party for giving consideration
to the request of the gentleman from
New York.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield my remaining 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

I rise in opposition to this rule.

b 1345

This is a rule for education, yet it is
not a very smart rule, because it does
not allow us to have the debate and
vote on school construction and school
modernization.

Mr. Speaker, all of the science tells
us that children do better in smaller
classes, and indeed, in smaller schools,
in some cases. Children are smart. We
cannot tell them that education is im-
portant to them, that it is about their
self-fulfillment, about their way to
earn a living and our competitiveness
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internationally, and yet send them to
schools that are in disrepair, instead of
sending them to smaller classes where
they will get the attention they need
and classrooms which are wired for the
future.

Children are smart. They see the con-
tradiction. If education is so impor-
tant, why then is it not important to
the Democrats and to the Republicans,
to the Congress of the United States?

That is why I cannot understand for
the life of me why an education bill
would come to this floor, after all the
science this Congress has paid for and
told us that children need smaller
classes, and this Republican Party will
not even allow us the opportunity to
debate that amendment on the floor.

I urge our colleagues to vote no on
this very unsmart rule on the edu-
cation bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to this rule. I am dis-
appointed that the Andrews-Saxton-Maloney-
Horn amendment was not made in order.

Our amendment would have provided much-
needed Federal grants to organizations so that
they can teach today’s youth about the Holo-
caust.

Unfortunately, many schools and commu-
nities around the country have not learned
about the Holocaust because their schools do
not have the funds or tools to each about this
tragic event in world history.

There is no question: teaching children
about the horror and tragedy of the Holocaust
will create a generation of youth in America
who are less likely to commit hate crimes, and
who are more likely to mature into adults who
will envision and work toward peaceful world
relations.

This is exactly why the Andrews-Saxton-
Maloney-Horn amendment is so important.

We need programs in our schools that teach
the consequences of intolerance and hate.

In denying the House a vote on our amend-
ment, the majority is denying our children a
chance to learn about one of the most tragic
events in history.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 21⁄2 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON), who has been such an in-
tegral of this effort.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON) is recognized for 21⁄2 min-
utes to close.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Ohio for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Com-
mittee on Rules for a fair rule.

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman
BOEHNER), and the members of our
committee for a fair and open debate
and a bipartisan bill.

However, Mr. Speaker, as we close
this debate, if we think about our red
or green vote, I want Members to look
at what we are really talking about. To

my left is a chart which shows that
over the history of funding for public
education in Title I, while the gold
bars which represent money have gone
up astronomically, today, the same as
it was 25 years ago, reading proficiency
remains at the bottom. It is time for
true reform.

On the issue of building schools, they
will not tell us that America’s unmet
need at the local level, and it is their
responsibility, is $300 billion. They also
will not tell us that represents 2.5
times more money than has been spent
on Title I since it began.

This is not about building buildings,
this is about building and changing the
lives of America’s most disadvantaged
children. It has been said that our chil-
dren are a message we send to a time
we shall never see. I am proud we have
a committee and I am proud we have a
President that has laid it on the line.

When Members get ready to vote red,
I want Members to look in the eyes of
a disadvantaged poor child in Members’
rural or urban districts and ask what
kind of message they want to send to a
time they will not see.

As a politician, I want Members to
think about how much they would re-
spect a President who brings a bill for-
ward with accountability that will
allow us to measure our progress with-
in his term of office.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is not a prom-
ise, it is a hope. It is a hope for the fu-
ture, not of buildings and inanimate
objects, but of the sacred treasure of
the lives of America’s youngest and
most disadvantaged children.

The Committee on Rules will allow
competitive debate over controversial
issues, and in the end I hope Members’
green vote on this rule results in a
green vote on this bill that leaves no
child behind, and sends a message to
our future that we would love for our
future to see.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to oppose the rule for H.R. 1, the Elementary
and Secondary Education Reauthorization bill.
This rule prevents Democrats from offering
key education priorities as amendments to the
bill—including School Modernization and Class
Size Reduction. In addition, I am troubled that
an amendment I offered in the Rules Com-
mittee to establish a program in the Depart-
ment of Education to help school districts
produce ‘‘high performance’’ school buildings
was rejected.

The amendment I offered in the Rules Com-
mittee—the ‘‘High Performance Schools Pro-
gram’’—takes the concept of ‘‘whole buildings’’
and puts it into the context of our schools. My
amendment would have established a pro-
gram in the Department of Education to help
school districts produce ‘‘high performance’’
school buildings. It would provide block grants
to state offices of education that would then
be allocated as grants to school districts for
building design and technical assistance.
These grants would be available to school dis-
tricts that are faced with rising elementary and
secondary school enrollments, that can’t afford
to make major investments in construction or
renovation, and that commit to work with the
state agencies to produce school facilities that

incorporate a ‘‘high performance’’ building ap-
proach.

We wouldn’t dream of putting only manual
typewriters in new school buildings—we would
install today’s computer technology. Nor
should we build yesterday’s ‘‘energy ineffi-
cient,’’ non-sustainable, and less effective
schools. Our kids are our country’s future, and
they should have the best school facilities, es-
pecially if they will cost less and benefit us all
in other ways.

As the Congress begins debate on the reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, the important legislation that
governs our nation’s education priorities, I fear
the House Rules Committee has missed a
golden opportunity. I am especially dis-
appointed that today—a day when Congress
is focused on energy issues because of the
release of the administration’s energy plan—
the Rules Committee chose to overlook this
opportunity to take care of our children and
our environment at the same time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the resolution.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays
201, not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 125]

YEAS—219

Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane

Crenshaw
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci

Gutknecht
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
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Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Paul
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman

Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)

Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—201

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
Frost
Gephardt

Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan

Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman

Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)

Velazquez
Visclosky
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner

Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—13

Bishop
Borski
Brady (PA)
Condit
Cubin

Ganske
Hunter
Kilpatrick
Lucas (OK)
Meeks (NY)

Moran (VA)
Thompson (MS)
Waters
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Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HOEFFEL and
Mrs. MEEK of Florida changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. GREENWOOD changed his vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated against:
Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, on

rollcall No. 125, had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘nay.’’

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire about next week’s
schedule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON).

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce that there will be no further
votes in the House for the week.

The House will next meet for legisla-
tive business on Monday, May 21 at
12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2 p.m.
for legislative business.

The House will consider a number of
measures under suspension of the rules,
including the following bills:

H.R. 1831, the Small Business Liabil-
ity Protection Act; and

H.R. 1885, the 245(i) Extension Act of
2001.

A complete list of suspensions will be
distributed to Members’ offices tomor-
row.

On Monday, no recorded votes are ex-
pected before 6 p.m.

On Tuesday through Thursday, the
House will consider the following
measures:

H.R. 1, the No Child Left Behind Act;
and

H.R. 1836, the Economic Growth and
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act Con-
ference Report.

On Friday, the House will not be in
session for the start of the Memorial
Day district work period.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for that explanation.

If I might inquire further, many
Members, of course, have travel plans
for next Thursday evening, does the
gentleman anticipate any event that
would prevent our departing at least by
6 p.m. on Thursday?

Mr. MCKEON. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, we hope to get the

tax conference report back by Thurs-
day so that we can get that passed
Thursday, but we do not have a guar-
antee of that.

Mr. DOGGETT. Of course, the con-
ference has not been convened because
the Senate has not acted. Is the gen-
tleman saying in the event the tax rec-
onciliation conference report, if that is
not available by Thursday night, we
might be facing some interference with
the Memorial Day weekend?

Mr. MCKEON. Our goal is to finish
that up on Thursday, and we cannot
guarantee that, but that is our goal.
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Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, backing
up to Monday, does the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON) antici-
pate that there will be any business
other than suspensions on Monday
evening?

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, we may start the
general debate on the education bill.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, it had
been my understanding that was begin-
ning on Tuesday, but there is a possi-
bility of general debate, not amend-
ments on Monday night?

Mr. MCKEON. There would be no edu-
cation votes, but there is a possibility
that we would have the general debate
begin.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, because
there is such interest in the education
bill, is the gentleman from California
informed as to what days we would be
considering the education bill next
week?

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, we hope
to finish it Tuesday, but it could spill
over into Wednesday.

Mr. DOGGETT. The gentleman men-
tioned both H.R. 1831 and H.R. 1885.
Does he know on which days those are
most likely to be considered?

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, those will
be Monday under suspension and voted
on after 6 o’clock.

Mr. DOGGETT. All right, Mr. Speak-
er. Then on H.R. 1 and H.R. 1836, when
might they be considered?

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1
will be Tuesday and Wednesday and
hopefully H.R. 1836 on Thursday.

f

NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 143 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to
close the achievement gap with ac-
countability, flexibility, and choice, so
that no child is left behind, with Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington in the chair.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
each will control 60 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, beginning today, we
have an opportunity to make a true
difference in the lives of our Nation’s
children, particularly our most dis-
advantaged children in America. This
rare opportunity presents itself in the
form of No Child Left Behind, Presi-
dent Bush’s plan to improve elemen-
tary and secondary education in Amer-
ica.

This process began last December be-
fore President Bush technically was
even President Bush. It began with a
meeting in Austin, Texas when the
President-elect invited Members of
both parties to discuss education re-
form, the item at the top of his agenda.

None of us knew what to expect from
that meeting, but all of us left with a
sense that something extraordinary
was within our grasp. It was clear that
our new President had a genuine inter-
est in the issue of education. He had a
powerful desire to bring Members of all
parties together on this issue here in
Washington just like he had done in
the State of Texas. Now, just under 6
months later, we are here today to-
gether to consider the most important
change in Federal education policy in
35 years.

I want to thank my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle who have worked
hard on behalf of American students:
The gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON), the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON), the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. SCHAFFER), and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE)
and the gentlewoman from Hawaii
(Mrs. MINK) and the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

I particularly want to thank the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) on
his tireless efforts on behalf of our Na-
tion’s students and the job that he has
done as the subcommittee chairman on
the 21st Century Subcommittee on
Education Reform.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
for his leadership and willingness to
work in good faith for this bipartisan
bill.

The measure before us gives students
a chance, parents a choice, and schools
a challenge to be the best in the world.
After 35 years of spending without ac-
countability, it challenges States to
use Federal education dollars to de-
liver results for our students. Instead
of relying on money and red tape, it
taps into our Nation’s most precious
educational resource, parents.

In the hands of caring parents, infor-
mation is a powerful tool for reforming

our schools. Why ask States to evalu-
ate schools annually? Because parents
deserve to know how their child’s
school stacks up against the others.
Why have a report card for States and
school districts? Because parents de-
serve to know whether their children
are being taught by qualified teachers
and whether their child’s school is fail-
ing and falling below expectations.

The more parents know, the more
they are likely to push for meaningful
change in our schools. Without the
ability to measure, there is simply no
way for parents to know for certain
that their children are, in fact, truly
learning. There is no way to know for
certain which students are in danger of
slipping through the cracks.

As Education Secretary Rod Paige
has noted, President Bush’s education
plan rests on 4 pillars: accountability,
local control, research-based reform,
and expanded parental options.

The legislation before us meets all of
the President’s principles. It chal-
lenges States to set high standards for
public schools, demanding account-
ability for results. It provides unprece-
dented flexibility to local districts, let-
ting them make spending decisions in-
stead of letting Washington make deci-
sions for them. It triples Federal sup-
port for proven reading programs root-
ed in scientific research. And it pro-
vides an escape route for students
trapped in chronically failing schools.

These reforms would mark the first
time in a generation that Washington
has returned a meaningful degree of
authority to parents at the expense of
the education bureaucracy. It would
streamline a significant share of the
Federal education regime in one swift
stroke. It would provide new hope that
the next generation of disadvantaged
students can escape the misery of low
expectations.

I am grateful to my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle who have worked
hard to turn the President’s vision for
education reform into reality. I believe
we have produced a plan that is wor-
thy, not just of the support of my Re-
publican colleagues and my Democrat
colleagues and independents, but of
teachers, parents, and most of all our
children.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to begin my re-
marks on this legislation by thanking
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER), the chairman of my com-
mittee, for all of his cooperation and
for the honorable manner in which he
dealt with every member of our com-
mittee, especially those members on
our side. We recognize we are in the
minority. It makes it very difficult
from time to time, but the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) was very can-
did with us, very forthcoming, and I
think created an atmosphere in which
we could arrive at this work product
with this bipartisan conclusion.

I would also say that, as I watched
him work, as he assumed the chair-
manship of this committee, and as I
watched him work with individual
members of the committee and to deal
with all of the issues that were thrown
at us during the months of discussion
of this legislation, and during our
markup, I saw a legislator at work, and
he should be very proud.

I also want to thank those who
worked so very hard, the members of
our committee as members of the
working group: the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE), the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), the gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK), the
gentleman from California (Mr.
MCKEON), the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER), and the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON).

These Members and their staff spent
an awful lot of time in sessions trying
to iron out the differences between us
to see whether or not we could come to
agreement. In some cases, we were able
to. In other cases, we were not, but we
moved on to the other topics and fi-
nally arrived in the negotiations that
led to this legislation.

I think we feel that, in fact, this leg-
islation truly represents both, what
both Members on both sides of the aisle
have been saying they want with re-
spect to the Federal role in education
and to what the President has said that
he wants in this legislation.

I believe that we have an opportunity
with this legislation to pass a sound,
bipartisan education reform bill that
will benefit children. We will have an
opportunity to pass a bill that achieves
a consensus, a consensus, as I have
said, between the education proposals
and reform proposals offered by Mem-
bers of Congress, both parties, and by
the President.

Here are the reforms that we want
and the overwhelming majority of par-
ents and taxpayers tell us that they
want and that we are attempting to
achieve in this bill. We are attempting
to achieve real accountability for real
results; a specific plan to finally, once
and for all, close the achievement gap
between rich and poor and between mi-
nority and nonminority students.

It is very important because this is
the intent of the Federal role in edu-
cation, to equalize the effort and to
close the gap between these students
with respect to the results and the edu-
cational experience.

To provide for quality teachers
through professional development,
training and resources available to the
teachers to do their jobs; significant
new investments in our public school
system; doubling Title I funding; in-
crease support, respect and training for
teachers; new resources to help schools
that are failing; better targeting of
funds to schools with high concentra-
tions of children in poverty and to chil-
dren with limited English proficiency;
unprecedented flexibility at the local
level to tailor education reforms to
achieve the ambitious goals that we
have set out in this legislation.
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Today we have an opportunity to

step forward, to make these changes on
behalf of our Nation’s school children.

This bill is not perfect. There is
much more I would like to do to im-
prove education in this country. I
know there are many of my colleagues
who would like to do some things in
this bill differently, but I think this
bill in its current form represents a
major step forward. I think it would be
a mistake for us to miss the oppor-
tunity to do the things we are capable
of doing now because we cannot do ev-
erything right away.

The fact is that, in far too many
communities in this country, particu-
larly in our poorest communities, we
have what amounts to gross edu-
cational malpractice, and that cannot
stand. For too long, the educational
system in this country has operated
under a policy of acceptable losses. Too
many children had been written off,
and that cannot stand.

Hundreds of thousands of students
leave school every year, in many cases
with a diploma, only to find out that
they have not received a quality edu-
cation they need and that they ought
to be entitled to. That cannot stand.

We know we can do better. Schools
all over this country have succeeded in
educating students from every back-
ground: poor students, black students,
Hispanic students, students with lim-
ited English proficiency, students that
represent American society in so many
settings at so many different parts of
the country, under so many different
circumstances. In fact, they have been
given an excellent education with ex-
cellent results. All of America’s chil-
dren deserve that.

In virtually every case, they have
achieved these successes by doing the
very things that we set out to do in
this bill, setting high standards, estab-
lishing clear goals, and targeting the
investments in better teaching and in-
structional materials.

We are saying today, on the anniver-
sary of Brown v. Board of Education,
that this is what we as a Nation want
for every child in every school in every
State. We want this for the children
from Pittsburgh, California to Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania; for children from
Portland, Maine to Portland, Oregon. I
hope we can work together to fulfill
that promise. We have some important
work ahead of us.

The voucher provisions to be offered
later in this debate in this bill would
kill any chance of bipartisanship. In
fact, they would likely result in bipar-
tisan opposition to this entire bill. I
know there are differences of opinion,
but we believe that vouchers in any
form fundamentally undermine what
we are trying to accomplish to achieve
real education reform throughout this
country for all of our students. We will
vigorously oppose those amendments.

The other significant amendments
that would draw strong Democratic op-
position would establish a large block
grant with Federal education dollars to

the States, known as Straight A’s. We
will talk at great length later about
what we, and almost every credible
group representing local educators,
students and parents, think is wrong
with that Straight A’s proposal.

I would assert here, however, that
what we have in H.R. 1 is a better al-
ternative to Straight A’s, the provision
we call transferability at the local
level. In fact, I think the gentleman
from Ohio (Chairman BOEHNER) and I
agree. When it comes to the Straight
A’s proposal, we have a better deal in
H.R. 1.

It was not a deal that I came to these
negotiations with. It is not a deal that
the chairman brought to these negotia-
tions. We both had very different views
about how this could be carried out to
provide for the flexibility that so many
of us have heard in our districts, school
districts and administrators have
asked for as they deal with the edu-
cation of the children that they know
best.
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But out of these negotiations, with
great help from the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) and others, a solu-
tion came forward to provide that kind
of flexibility to the local level of school
decision-making in each and every one
of our States.

We have the opportunity in this leg-
islation, as I have said, to pass a sound
bipartisan education reform bill that I
believe will benefit all of the children
of this Nation, and I look forward over
the next few days to work with the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER)
and Members on the other side of the
aisle, with the members of our com-
mittee, and with the Members in the
House generally to consider each and
every amendment, to give it a fair
hearing, and to give it our support or
our opposition based on the merits and
the differences that some of us have
about the direction of the American
education system.

As the chairman said when he started
his remarks in this debate, as he did
when we started our discussions in the
committee, this is a debate on the mer-
its of the education system in this
country and about those proposals
being put forth to reform that system,
to hold that system accountable, and
to get the results all of us want for all
of our children. This is not about a per-
sonal political debate; this is not about
attacking the motives or the integrity
of any Member of Congress. Where we
differ, it is on the merits.

To his credit, he kept the debate on
that level in the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and for that
reason we had overwhelming bipartisan
support for this legislation, again, that
represents the ideas on both sides of
the aisle; and I would hope that this is
the legislation that would emerge after
we go through the markup here in the
Committee of the Whole. I look for-
ward to the continuation of the debate
next week.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, the desperate
need to repair America’s schools is not a new
issue for any of us here today. Five years ago,
I conducted a survey of New York City
schools and discovered that one in every four
schools holds classes in areas such as hall-
ways, gyms, bathrooms, and janitors’ closets.
Two-thirds of these schools had substandard
critical building features, such as roofs, walls,
and floors. This is an outrage and a disgrace.

In response to that shocking study, I worked
with the Administration to author the very first
school modernization bill in 1996.

Five years later, with school enrollment sky-
rocketing, the need to renovate and repair our
schools is even more pressing. Yet this prob-
lem is simply too big for local and state offi-
cials to handle alone. States are doing the
best they can but they need federal dollars to
fill in the holes. In fact, the National Education
Association estimates that the unmet school
modernization need in America’s schools to-
tals over $300 billion—and that’s on top of
what school districts and states are already
spending!

Simply stated, the need for school mod-
ernization is a national problem that demands
a national response. And that’s why I am so
disappointed that the amendment to provide
school construction funds was not made in
order. Frankly, my colleagues, I think this is an
issue where we will pay now, or pay later. We
know that students cannot learn when the
walls are literally crumbling around them. If we
do not provide the resources—even this tar-
geted emergency assistance—we will continue
to undermine our students and teachers as
they struggle to meet standards and achieve
academically.

We can spend this money now, targeted at
the most urgent repairs first, providing funding
to high-need school districts for critical repairs
such as sealing leaky roofs and removing as-
bestos, or we will pay later—in lower student
achievement, ever-more burdened teachers,
and potentially even accident or injury in crum-
bling schoolrooms.

America’s children need us to make the
right choice now—to use the opportunity we
have in this time of unprecedented prosperity
to rebuild their schools and lift up the quality
of their education. And, if we fail as a Con-
gress—once again—to take action to meet our
school modernization needs—we will pay
later.

I urge my colleagues to join me to acknowl-
edge the shameful physical condition of our
schools and to do something about it. We can-
not give our students a 21st century education
in 19th century schools.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
take a couple of minutes to speak in favor of
the provision in H.R. 1 that expands and im-
proves the Troops-to-Teachers program. Our
military is a great reservoir of potential talent,
particularly in the area of math and science,
and this program taps into that talent by en-
couraging members of our Armed Forces to
become teachers after they leave the military.

Many have warned of an approaching
teacher shortage in this country. According to
some estimates, we will have to find some-
where between 1.6 and 2.6 million new teach-
ers merely to replace teachers scheduled to
retire. The Troops-to-Teachers program has
already been a great help to meet this short-
fall, and I believe that it can be ever more
useful in the future.
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Several thousand members of the military

retire each year, often at ages young enough
that they are searching for new careers. We
want to make it as easy as possible for these
men and women to take the leadership skills
and character that they have gained during
their military careers and try to instill these
traits in our young people.

In H.R. 1, we have improved the existing
Troops to Teachers program to authorize sti-
pends for soldiers participating in the program,
and bonuses for soldiers who agree to teach
in a high need school.

We have also expanded the category of sol-
diers eligible to participate in the program.
Under current law, when a soldier completes
active duty and decides to be a teacher, he or
she has to go through a teacher training pro-
gram that can take up to a year and a half.
Because of this delay, many are discouraged
from pursuing a teaching career.

H.R. 1 eliminates this roadblock by expand-
ing eligibility so that an active duty soldier
nearing retirement can participate in the pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, this is a great program that
enjoys bipartisan support, and it will bring
many more qualified, excellent teachers into
the profession that we so desperately need. I
applaud its inclusion in H.R. 1 and I trust that
in improved version of Troops-to-Teachers will
be enacted this year.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 1) to close the
achievement gap with accountability,
flexibility, and choice, so that no child
is left behind, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

f

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
CANADA-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
276d and clause 10 of rule I, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the Canada-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group in addition to Mr.
HOUGHTON of New York, chairman, ap-
pointed on March 20, 2001:

Mr. GILMAN of New York;
Mr. DREIER of California;
Mr. SHAW of Florida;
Mr. STEARNS of Florida;
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota;
Mr. MANZULLO of Illinois;
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania; and
Mr. SOUDER of Indiana.
There was no objection.

f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY
21, 2001

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the

House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for
morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.
f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
WELCOMING PRESIDENT CHEN
SHUI-BIAN OF TAIWAN TO
UNITED STATES

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on International Relations be
discharged from further consideration
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 135) expressing the sense of Con-
gress welcoming President Chen Shui-
bian of Taiwan to the United States,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRAVES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the concurrent reso-

lution, as follows:
H. CON. RES. 135

Whereas for more than 50 years, a close re-
lationship has existed between the United
States and Taiwan, which has been of enor-
mous economic, cultural, and strategic ad-
vantage to both countries;

Whereas the United States and Taiwan
share common ideals and a vision for the 21st
century;

Whereas freedom and democracy are the
strongest foundations for peace and pros-
perity;

Whereas Taiwan has demonstrated an im-
proved record on human rights and a com-
mitment to democratic ideals of freedom of
speech, freedom of the press, and free and
fair elections routinely held in a multiparty
system, as evidenced by the March 18, 2000,
election of Chen Shui-bian as Taiwan’s new
president;

Whereas President Chen Shui-bian of Tai-
wan visited the United States on August 13,
2000, when several Members of Congress ex-
pressed interest in meeting with President
Chen Shui-bian during his layover in Los An-
geles, California, en route to Latin America;

Whereas the meeting with President Chen
Shui-bian did not take place because of pres-
sure from Washington and Beijing;

Whereas the Congress thereby lost the op-
portunity to communicate directly with
President Chen Shui-bian about develop-
ments in the Asia-Pacific region and key ele-
ments of the relationship between the United
States and Taiwan; and

Whereas the upcoming May 21, 2001, visit
to the United States by President Chen Shui-
bian of Taiwan is another significant oppor-
tunity to broaden and strengthen relations
between the United States and Taiwan: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) warmly welcomes President Chen Shui-
bian of Taiwan upon his visit to the United
States;

(2) requests President Chen Shui-bian to
communicate to the people of Taiwan the
support of the Congress and of the people of
the United States; and

(3) recognizes that the visit of President
Chen Shui-bian to the United States is a sig-
nificant step toward broadening and deep-
ening the friendship and cooperation be-
tween the United States and Taiwan.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
support the resolution introduced by the gen-
tleman from Colorado, Mr. SCHAFFER.

This resolution welcomes president Chen
Shui-bian of Taiwan to the United States next
week. President Chen is stopping in New York
on his way to Central and South America.
Later, he will visit Houston, Texas.

At the International Relations Committee’s
request, Mr. SCHAFFER has agreed to make
several technical changes, and we are now
pleased to waive jurisdiction and support a
unanimous consent request that this measure
be considered out of order.

This is an important resolution, Mr. Speaker.
Taiwan is one of our nation’s most important
friends in the world. We share the values of
democracy, human rights and free markets.
President Chen deserves a warm welcome as
he comes to New York City and later to Hous-
ton, Texas.

Taiwan’s democracy and economy have
thrived in recent years despite direct threats
from the People’s Republic of China. We must
send a strong message to China that Taiwan
and the United States stand together against
such intimidation.

I thank the gentleman from Colorado for
bringing this resolution before us, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment in the nature of a substitute

offered by Mr. GILMAN:
Strike all after the resolving clause and in-

sert the following:
That the Congress—
(1) warmly welcomes President Chen Shui-

bian of Taiwan upon his visit to the United
States;

(2) requests President Chen Shui-bian to
communicate to the people of Taiwan the
support of the Congress and of the people of
the United States; and

(3) recognizes that the visit of President
Chen Shui-bian to the United States is an-
other significant opportunity to broaden and
strengthen the friendship and cooperation
between the United States and Taiwan.

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment in the nature of a
substitute be considered as read and
printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?
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There was no objection.
The amendment in the nature of a

substitute was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution, as amend-

ed, was agreed to.
AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE OFFERED BY

MR. GILMAN

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment to the preamble.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment to the preamble offered by Mr.

GILMAN:
Amend the preamble to read as follows:
Whereas for more than 50 years, a close re-

lationship has existed between the United
States and Taiwan, which has been of enor-
mous economic, cultural, and strategic ad-
vantage to both countries;

Whereas the United States and Taiwan
share common ideals and a vision for the 21st
century;

Whereas freedom and democracy are the
strongest foundations for peace and pros-
perity;

Whereas Taiwan has demonstrated an im-
proved record on human rights and a com-
mitment to democratic ideals of freedom of
speech, freedom of the press, and free and
fair elections routinely held in a multiparty
system, as evidenced by the March 18, 2000,
election of Chen Shui-bian as Taiwan’s new
president; and

Whereas the upcoming May 21, 2001, visit
to the United States by President Chen Shui-
bian of Taiwan is another significant oppor-
tunity to broaden and strengthen the friend-
ship and cooperation between the United
States and Taiwan:

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment to the preamble
be considered as read and printed in
the RECORD.

The Speaker pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
The amendment to the preamble was

agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
135.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

SUPPORT THE MANNED SPACE
FLIGHT PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON ) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, it is a pleasure for me to be able to
rise today and speak in support of our
Nation’s manned space flight program.

Most Americans are aware of the tre-
mendous work that is done on a daily
basis by the men and women who work
for the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration. Many of the contrac-
tors and educators that are involved,
and the people who are working in the
program today, are some of the same
people who have been involved with it
for many years or they stand on the
shoulders of those who began in the
early days of the program, from Mer-
cury to Gemini, Apollo to Sky Lab, the
Shuttle program, and now the new
International Space Station currently
orbiting the Earth today with a crew of
three, hopefully someday soon to be
able to grow to a crew of six.

The space program, in many ways,
has been emblematic in the United
States of the technological prowess and
our expertise in science; but it is more
than that I think for America’s cul-
ture. I think burning in the heart of
every American is the pioneer spirit,
the pioneer spirit that settled this Na-
tion, the pioneer spirit that caused
many of our ancestors to come to the
United States to try to carve out a bet-
ter way of life. But I really think it is
something that burns in the hearts and
minds of all human beings everywhere;
to explore the unknown or to go to a
new place. And while there are many
places on this planet we call our home,
planet Earth, that remain to be ex-
plored, areas like Antarctica and the
bottoms of our oceans, truly the realm
of outerspace is the limitless area of
exploration.

In many ways today we are in our
first baby steps in these programs, like
the space station program, where we
are just learning the basics of how to
live and do business and to operate in
the environment of space. I think it is
something that we must do and we
must continue to do. I believe that
were we, as Americans, to abandon our

space program, to abandon manned
space flight would be to turn our back
on the very essence of what makes us
Americans and our desire to research
the unknown and discover new places.

I talk to teachers all over this coun-
try; and they tell me over and over
again, when they are dealing with their
students and they are trying to moti-
vate them and encourage them to
study areas of math and science, and I
think my colleague from Texas, who
was a teacher, will speak later and
verify this from his own experience as
a teacher, there is nothing that excites
our kids more to study in these critical
areas of math and science than our
space program. This is an area where
the United States needs to be doing
more.

When I travel around my congres-
sional district, the Space Coast of Flor-
ida, the Treasure Coast, I hear over and
over again from businessmen, people
who are trying to start new companies,
that one of the most difficult things
they face is to find people who are
properly trained in engineering or
sciences; that we are just not turning
out enough of them. So it is critical
that we keep our young people moti-
vated. And the teachers all over Amer-
ica tell us that one of the things that
motivates them the most to studying
in the realm of the math and science
fields is the space program.

They tell me that they can actually
take the material that they are being
taught in the classroom and apply that
to how we go about the process of ex-
ploring space and living in space; and,
furthermore, that that in turn can help
us raise up a new generation of sci-
entists and engineers that will help us
to explore the unknown.

Finally, let me additionally say an-
other good reason we need to be in
space is just the whole realm of spin-
offs. Most Americans are not familiar
with the fact that much of the tech-
nology involving pacemakers and pros-
thetic devices, like prosthetic hips, the
material science involved in that are
direct spinoffs from our space program.
Indeed, there is a company in my con-
gressional district that is developing a
product that could cause every air-con-
ditioning unit in the United States to
run 15 percent more efficiently, which
is a direct spinoff from our space pro-
gram.

I have actually been told if this prod-
uct proves to be as successful as it is
anticipated to be that that improve-
ment in efficiency in the air-condi-
tioning units in homes and businesses
all across America would more than
save enough money to pay for our en-
tire space program, from its very be-
ginnings from the early days of Mer-
cury right through to the present.

So there is a lot going on in space,
there is a lot of future there, and I be-
lieve every American supports what
our men and women are doing in the
space program. I rise today to con-
gratulate all those working in this
field and encourage all of my col-
leagues in the House to continue to
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support our manned space flight pro-
gram.

f

REAFFIRM COMMITMENT TO
SPACE EXPLORATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to first compliment the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) for the
comments he just made, and I want to
talk also about space.

Obviously, some of us are signifi-
cantly dedicated to this issue in this
Congress and in this country of ours.
The work the gentleman has done and
the work I have the honor to be able to
participate in is most appreciated, and
that has to be infectious and carry over
to every Member of this House of Rep-
resentatives and our Senate to move
forward with this.

In starting, I want to talk first about
a little girl whose name is Keely Wood-
ruff. She is a little beyond this now,
but when she came to me a couple of
years ago, at 6 years old, she was hav-
ing in excess of 50 epileptic seizures a
day. This little girl had been to the
emergency room so many times that
her parents could not even count them.
She had the developmental age of
about 21⁄2 and did not have much to live
for in her life.

Interestingly enough, her doctor
found a company in Clear Lake, Texas,
in Houston, Texas, called Cyberonics;
and Cyberonics had developed and mar-
kets today a takeoff on one of those
spinoffs from space, a spinoff from a
heart pacemaker called a vagus nerve
stimulator. This little device was im-
planted under Keely’s skin, with a lit-
tle wire run up to the vagus nerve in
her brain which began to control the
impulses in her brain, and it changed
her life. She has now set out on nor-
malcy within that life of hers.

b 1445
What a magnificent thing space did

for Keely Woodruff. She had no idea
what space even was.

Mr. Speaker, all of that got started
40 years ago when John Kennedy stood
here in this room and told this body,
‘‘With the approval of this Congress,
we have undertaken in the past year a
great new effort in outer space. Our
aim is not simply to be the first on the
moon, any more than Charles Lind-
bergh’s real aim was to be the first in
Paris. His aim was to develop the tech-
niques of our own country and other
countries in the field of air and the at-
mosphere, and our objective in making
this effort, which we hope will place
one of our citizens on the moon is to
develop in a new frontier of science,
commerce and cooperation, the posi-
tion of the United States and the Free
World. This Nation belongs among the
first to explore it, and among the first,
if not the first, we shall be.’’

John Kennedy later challenged this
country by saying that we would be

able to send a man to the moon and
bring him home safely within 10 years
from the time he challenged us. And
our country rose magnificently to that
challenge, and we created a whole new
world in the conveniences that we re-
ceive, our ability today to commu-
nicate instantly from anywhere we
stand around the world, and medical
advances that cannot be compared to
any other time in our world.

What a magnificent legacy he left us.
Today we have satellites that spin
above our atmosphere around the
Earth. We have the International
Space Station that the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON) spoke of, but
today that dream is somewhat clouded.

Mr. Speaker, I want to challenge my
colleagues today that it is time for us
to change that vision back to what our
country shared in the 1960s and the
1970s through the Apollo program,
when our commitment budgetarily was
4 percent of the budget to go into
space. And my colleagues in the House
today, we are doing much more in
space than we were doing then, but we
are doing it with six-tenths of 1 percent
of our budget.

The commitment that we made to
change the world is not as strong today
as it was 40 years ago. Something is
wrong there. We have to change that
lack of commitment back into the vi-
sion that can make the difference for
the little girls that are going to follow,
like Keely Woodruff, who might need
the advance to save their life. Instead
of it being a vagus nerve stimulator,
what else might it be able to be to
change that life?

If we fail to enact that vision that we
planned at the International Space
Station, to have seven scientists up
there, to have a vehicle that can return
them safely if there needs to be, like a
crew return vehicle which we have
begun to work on, if we fail to make
the commitment, even to find the extra
$300 million that we have asked for in
this Congress, then something is
wrong.

Then that is our challenge, col-
leagues, and ladies and gentlemen of
this country. It is time to reaffirm our
commitment and to go forward and see
our dream accomplished in space.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRAVES). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5
minutes.

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

SCIENCE IS WHAT SPACE
EXPLORATION IS ALL ABOUT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am delighted this afternoon,

Mr. Speaker, to be able to join my col-
leagues to remind us of the important
challenge that this Nation accepted
some 40 years ago when, under the vi-
sion of President John F. Kennedy, we
said to the world that we would not be
the stepchild of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted that we
were courageous enough to stand up
and be counted, to value science, space
exploration, to challenge the minds of
Americans to begin to develop a great
love and affection for the disciplines of
engineering, math and science. Over
the years we have created a new world,
a world that has been filled with the
excitement of space exploration and
new heroes. We can tell by the lines
that stood for the movies which cap-
tured the essence of what space was all
about. We can tell by the stars in the
eyes of young children who are de-
lighted after they have visited the var-
ious space centers, and I might say par-
ticularly the Johnson Space Center in
Houston, Texas.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
LAMPSON) and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON) and myself, and
many others, have the privilege of
serving on the Subcommittee on Space
and Aeronautics; but the greatest
privilege I have is going back to my
district and going to elementary
schools and telling a child, ‘‘Yes, you
can.’’ That is, you can be an astronaut,
an engineer. You can emphasize the
skills that come about through study-
ing science, and you can be someone.

Mr. Speaker, there are choices that
we have to make in this Congress.
When I came to Congress from an inner
city district, people were watching and
wondering: Would she choose housing
over space; would she choose education
over space? She has to do that.

I was able to turn around the concept
of what space exploration and science
is all about. It is about all of America.
It is about all of our investment. It is
about saying to each and every one
that there is a return on the invest-
ment in science and exploration. There
is a return on the investment of know-
ing how to do the sciences in space, to
determine whether we can save lives of
those afflicted with diabetes and HIV/
AIDS and heart disease and cancer. Out
of that came a sense of appreciation.

Mr. Speaker, having the privilege of
learning myself and being able to bring
to the Space Center people from around
the world, I remember hosting the Eu-
ropean Union because it was an asset
in our community, and being part of
the EU and the parliamentarian ex-
change. I insisted that they visit the
Space Center, and that was the one of
the very special parts of their trip. We
took about 40 members of the European
Union to Johnson Space Center. How
privileged they thought they were. I
went with President Rollins of Ghana,
who is a pilot. He flew in the simulated
spaceship, and began to think about
what kind of space exploration could
occur in Africa, on the continent of Af-
rica.
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I have a more personal note. First of

all, I am delighted to be able to salute
those constituents that have stayed
steady on the forefront, insisting that
space exploration and human space
shuttle is for everyone. But let me pay
tribute to a neighbor and friend, Ron
McNair, and I guess it was that time
when that tragedy occurred that we
began to understand that you do not
take space exploration for granted, and
that is why I am such a strong advo-
cate for safety and for the dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to join-
ing my colleagues and insisting on an
added amount of dollars to ensure that
we can do science in space; that the
module gets completed, even though we
are looking to the Italians; that seven
people can be in space; and that, God
forbid, we do not even think about an
unsafe journey for the men and women
who have offered themselves on behalf
of this Nation.

This is a tribute to the many men
and women and all those who have
gone before us, and I am proud to stand
here as a member of the Committee on
Science and join the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. LAMPSON) to pay this trib-
ute, but also to say to America, we
have choices to make. We are fighting
about education dollars, health dollars,
but I believe we can invest in Amer-
ica’s future by continuing our space ex-
ploration and making sure that the
dollars are well spent. Less for tax cut,
and more for investment. If we do that,
we will get the kind of return that we
need to have.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to work-
ing with Senate in getting more dollars
to ensure that we have the kind of
human space flight program, the un-
manned program, the science program,
the Earth program, and we begin to de-
velop successful stories and successful
ventures for this country and this
world.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ROHRABACHER addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LANGEVIN addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ENGEL addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BENTSEN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

COMPREHENSIVE ELECTION
REFORM LEGISLATION NEEDED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
open a discussion on election reform.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, as chair
of the Democratic Caucus Special Com-
mittee on Election Reform, I stand be-
fore Congress today to urge this body
to respond to the unrelenting public
outcry for comprehensive election re-
form legislation.

Election reform is an issue that tran-
scends all partisan politics. The right
to vote is the very cornerstone of our
democracy. Earlier this year I was hon-
ored to be appointed by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) House
minority leader, to chair the U.S.
House of Representatives Democratic
Caucus Special Committee on Election
Reform. I am very pleased to be joined
on that committee by a prestigious
group of representatives, including the
ranking members of the Committee on
House Administration and the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. As a matter of
fact, many of those on that committee
may serve as speakers here today.

The goal of our committee is to en-
sure the integrity of the election proc-
ess while increasing voter confidence
and participation. While the Florida
experience is still fresh in our mind,
this committee has begun a thorough
review of nationwide voting practices
and election laws in an effort to restore
the confidence of the American people.

We anticipate that our committee
will propose legislation designed to
serve our goals, identify key areas
where uniform national standards may
be appropriate, and make recommenda-
tions to Congress on the implementa-
tion of changes at the State and local
levels.

On April 2, 2001, we held our first
hearing in Philadelphia, the cradle of
American democracy, and we learned
firsthand from Philadelphia voters that
when their names were not found on
precinct rosters, they were forced to
have to travel to police stations to see
a judge to determine if they could vote.

Many voters confronted with this
form of provisional voting ended up not
voting at all, because they were intimi-

dated by the idea of having to go to a
police station or because it was just a
logistical nightmare.

At our second hearing in San Anto-
nio, Texas on April 20, we heard testi-
mony from registered voter Mrs. Car-
men Martinez who was denied her right
to vote in the November elections be-
cause her name had been erroneously
purged from state voter polls. The
Texas Secretary of State who also tes-
tified explained that Texas’ practice of
purging voter rolls resulted in 750,000
voters removed from the polls last
year. In Texas names are purged from
voter rolls as a result of confirmation
notices mailed by county registrars
which are returned as undeliverable or
indicating a return of address.

However, Mrs. Martinez explained
that she had never lived at any other
address since the day she registered to
vote.

On Saturday our committee will
travel to Chicago, Illinois, where more
ballots were discarded in the last elec-
tion than in any other major city in
the country. A hand-examination of
the 123,000 discarded ballots found that
the number one reason for the un-
counted ballots was faulty ballot
punches.

We recognize that in many States
they are indeed in the process of ap-
proving reforms to their election sys-
tems. Most of these reforms relate to
modernizing outdated voting equip-
ment and machinery. The committee
applauds these efforts to upgrade from
punch card or lever voting systems to
touch screen or optical scan systems,
and we support these reforms.

b 1500

But technological advances in voting
equipment alone will not solve all of
the problems of our electoral process.
The committee intends to thoroughly
examine issues relating to poll worker
recruitment and training, national
holidays or time off for voting, uniform
voting standards, absentee voting, and
standardized recount and vote certifi-
cation procedures. Particular attention
needs to be focused on issues relating
to voter disenfranchisement, like the
purging of voter rolls, voter identifica-
tion requirements, provisional bal-
loting, voter education, ballot design,
sensitivity to poorly educated voters,
and voters with disabilities, voting
rights and voter intimidation issues.
These issues have a disproportionate
effect on voters in minority commu-
nities. We are monitoring civil rights
lawsuits that have been filed in Cali-
fornia, Florida, Illinois and St. Louis
among others involving many of these
issues.

Equally important is the disenfran-
chisement of overseas military per-
sonnel. Congress is uniquely situated
to implement uniform standards to en-
sure that American men and women
serving overseas have their voices
heard in our elections. Similar reforms
must be adopted for other U.S. citizens
living abroad. Congress must indeed
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take the lead role in restoring voter
confidence in our election system and
increasing voter participation.

Given the resources available to Con-
gress and the studies being developed
by other organizations and commis-
sions, Congress is in the best position
to identify key areas where uniform,
national standards may very well be
appropriate. We need to pass legisla-
tion and propose recommendations for
changes at the State and local levels to
ensure that every vote is indeed count-
ed. As chair of this committee, I will
do everything in my power to see that
we accomplish these goals on behalf of
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I know that just as I
and the Members who serve on this
committee are concerned about voter
reform, we have members in the Senate
who are very much concerned and they
too are working, holding hearings and
putting together legislation. Just this
morning, the Congressional Black Cau-
cus met with many members of the
United States Senate. At that meeting,
we heard from Senator DODD about leg-
islation that he is proposing. We also
heard more about the legislation that
is being proposed by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). And we
know that we have many other Mem-
bers, even some of the Members who
serve on our special committee, such as
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) and the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE) and also the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY), all who have introduced
legislation. So we have many pieces of
legislation that are being introduced. I
think our committee will be able to ex-
amine this legislation and we will be
able to give input and recommendation
to those who will end up being the final
persons who will present legislation,
both in this body and in the other
body, to come up with legislation that
can indeed carry us into election re-
form.

We are concerned, however. There is
no money in the budget for election re-
form. And we are surprised about that.
We had talked at length to representa-
tives of this administration about elec-
tion reform and we had been told that
it was important to the President and
that it was important to even the Re-
publican Conference. But we have not
been able to get any commitments for
the resources that are necessary to
help some of these jurisdictions who
have little or no money to deal with
just the simple problems of replacing
punch card systems and getting rid of
machines that do not work.

We will continue to try to encourage
the President and Members on the
other side of the aisle to get involved
in this issue, to help us get the re-
sources that we need in order to make
reform a reality.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY)
to share with us the important work
that she is doing on provisional bal-
loting in the election process.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I thank the gen-
tlewoman from California not only for
yielding but for her steadfast leader-
ship on this very important issue of
election reform. As chairperson of the
Democratic Caucus Special Committee
on Election Reform, she is working to
ensure that citizens across the Nation
are aware of the serious effort that is
going on to reform our system and
guaranteeing that in the future, no eli-
gible voter will ever be turned away
again, shut out or discriminated
against on election day.

This Saturday, the committee will
hold its next hearing in Chicago. Hun-
dreds of voters will have the oppor-
tunity to tell us their experiences
about how we can improve the system.
Chicago, a large part of which I have in
my district, had the most error-ridden
Presidential election last fall of any
major U.S. city, with 123,000 uncounted
ballots in Cook County.

That is why the work of this com-
mittee is so important. We can learn
from voters across the country and
from local election officials and ex-
perts how we can reform our election
system. What the 2000 election has
taught us is that many problems exist
and that without serious Federal legis-
lative steps, we are destined for an-
other Florida fiasco with the election
decided by the judicial branch and not
the electorate.

Florida could have happened any-
where. As it turns out, it certainly
could have happened in Chicago given
all the problems that we had. On elec-
tion day around the country, voters
were turned away from the polling
place. They were unfairly targeted.
They were not allowed to fully exercise
their constitutional right during the
election.

This past election taught us a very
important lesson. Voters were penal-
ized for no fault of their own. That is
why I believe, as I believe the gentle-
woman does, that Congress can play a
role in reforming current law. One of
the ways that it can do it is with provi-
sional voting legislation. It is impor-
tant that one standard exist nation-
wide that would guarantee that no reg-
istered voter is turned away at the
polls.

When we talk about national involve-
ment in elections, which is largely a
matter of local jurisdictions, we are
not talking about muddling in their
business. What we are talking about is
setting standards that will guarantee
the right of every citizen and the de-
tails left to the local jurisdiction. But
this provisional voting issue is one
where we can play a role in setting the
standard. Passing legislation like, for
example, my Provisional Voting Rights
Act of 2001, H.R. 1004, registered voters
can feel confident if their name does
not appear on the registration list,
they will be permitted to vote. They
would not have to go, as they do in
some places, we heard in Philadelphia,
to a police station, or leaving the poll-
ing place in order to get their provi-
sional ballot.

During the committee’s hearing in
Philadelphia, we heard testimony from
Juan Ramos, founder of the Delaware
Valley Voter Registration Education
Project and Petricio Morales, an ordi-
nary voter, who testified that voters
had to travel to the police station to
see a judge to determine whether they
are eligible to vote. Voters then had to
travel all the way back to the polling
place to cast their vote. Many voters
who are confronted with that process
either decide not to vote because they
feel intimidated or because of time
constraints or just plain inconven-
ience.

In Cook County, if your name does
not appear in the right place, then you
are just simply prohibited from voting
altogether. You can vote by affidavit
under certain limited conditions but
there are many instances where even
though you may be a registered voter,
you cannot vote on election day.

We have to change that. Voters
should be given a provisional ballot
after affirming their right before an
election official right there at the poll-
ing place. They can vote immediately
and feel confident that if it is certified
that day that they are eligible, that
that vote will count. If our goal is to
ensure that more voter participation
occurs, we should take steps to ensure
that this is achieved. And reforming
provisional voting is a step in that di-
rection.

Actually in the legislation that I
have, if they cannot show that this per-
son is not eligible to vote, then the per-
son would be able to vote, exercising
their right as a citizen of the United
States. I am certain that we will hear
more during our committee’s hearings
in Chicago on Saturday and across the
country as the committee continues to
highlight the importance of election
reform in subsequent hearings. I look
forward to that. I once again congratu-
late my colleague from California on a
job well done.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I sin-
cerely thank the gentlewoman from
Chicago for all of the work that she has
done on election reform. She has been
at every meeting. She has traveled
with us both to Texas and to Pennsyl-
vania and, of course, she is hosting us
in Chicago this weekend. She is giving
priority time to this issue. And it is be-
cause of the kind of work that she is
doing, we are going to be able to help
set some standards on issues such as
provisional balloting.

Now it is my great pleasure to yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina
to deal with the bill and some issues
that he has been working with on elec-
tion reform. I thank him for all of the
time and attention that he has given to
us as we have tried to put together this
committee and gather the information
that we need to make the recommenda-
tions to this House.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I
thank my colleague for yielding. I
want to underscore what others have
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said, that the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS) has done a won-
derful job in pulling this committee to-
gether and in taking us all over the
country to examine voting practices
and possible reforms in various com-
munities. I think we are going to have
some very significant results in a rel-
atively short period of time.

Everyone in the country, of course,
knows about the travesty that oc-
curred in Florida last fall. But what we
have learned is that unfortunately, it
is not that unusual for people to have
their votes not counted accurately, to
find that somehow their name has mys-
teriously dropped off the rolls when
they go to vote on election day. There
is a range of problems and challenges
that we need to deal with to make our
democracy work as it needs to work.
Certainly the right to vote and to have
your vote counted is fundamental to
democracy.

My particular focus today is going to
be on voting equipment, because we
know that we need modern equipment
to have votes cast accurately and
counted accurately and unfortunately
there is a great disparity in this coun-
try in the kind of equipment that peo-
ple are using and the kind of equip-
ment that local communities have ac-
cess to. All too often, there is a cor-
relation between the worst, worn-out,
inaccurate equipment and the eco-
nomic level of that neighborhood and
that precinct and that community.

That simply is unacceptable. It is un-
acceptable for any community to have
worn-out, inaccurate equipment but
particularly for it to be concentrated
in lower-income areas, minority areas,
that is just simply unacceptable. We
should not stand for it for another elec-
tion. Before the 2002 election occurs,
we must move on this problem.

It is sort of like the situation we face
when we find a neighborhood built on
top of a toxic waste dump. How do we
respond? We respond to that emergency
by buying out those homes to protect
the people who live there. When a flood
wipes out a community like happened
in eastern North Carolina not too long
ago, we respond by buying out property
to protect the residents and help them
find safe places to live.
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Well, I think error-prone voting
equipment is no less an emergency. It
is an emergency that threatens our de-
mocracy, and we need an immediate re-
sponse. And it is going to take some
money. It is going to take some money
to upgrade voting technology from
error-prone punch-card systems to reli-
able machines. But we cannot afford
not to do anything, and here too I
think a buyout is warranted, a buyout
of these machines, so that new, accu-
rate machines can be in place by the
2002 election.

Just look at what error-prone voting
machinery does to our democracy. It is
impossible to say every vote counts,
when a study done by Caltech and MIT

revealed that the spoilage rate for
punch cards from 1988 to 2000 was 2.9
percent, or as many as 986,000 votes in
the year 2000 alone.

In Florida last year, the spoilage rate
for punch cards was 3.9 percent. In Ful-
ton County, Georgia, the punch-card
spoilage rate reached 6.25 percent. In
Cook County, Illinois, it was 5 percent
during the last election. That amounts
to 120,000 ballots.

Now, we have seen some encouraging
efforts in cities and counties and
States to get rid of this error-prone
equipment. In 1996, the City of Detroit
used punch-card machines and 3.1 per-
cent of its ballots were spoiled. In 2000,
after the city moved to an optical scan
system, which warns voters of errors
and allows them to correct mistakes,
the rate fell to 1.1 percent.

In the States, Georgia recently
passed legislation requiring uniform
election equipment throughout the
State by 2004, and the State is going to
conduct a pilot project to test elec-
tronic touch screen voting equipment
in the 2001 municipal elections.

Maryland passed legislation to re-
quire the State Board of Elections to
select and certify a new voting system
to be used by all counties in the State.
And, as we have recently heard, in
Florida, the legislature passed sweep-
ing election reform, including $24 mil-
lion for new voting systems. Florida
has banned punch-card machines,
thank goodness, and it requires coun-
ties now to use electronic or precinct-
based optical scan equipment in the
2002 elections.

Perhaps I ought to point out in dis-
cussing the possible avenues for reform
that we are not necessarily finding
that high-tech is always better. In fact,
some of the answers to our problems
might be described as low-tech.

For example, these precinct-based
optical scan machines which have been
turned to in so many areas are not as
complex or advanced or certainly as
expensive as touch screen machines or
proposed Internet voting. But the fun-
damental question is not how fancy or
how expensive or how complicated the
machinery is, but rather does it work?
Does it enable you to cast your vote in
a straightforward way, and does it
count that vote accurately? There may
be many different technologies that
lend themselves to our reform efforts.

The U.S. election system comprises
200,000 polling places, 7,000 jurisdic-
tions, 1.4 million poll workers and
700,000 voting machines, so it is not a
simple system and there are not simple
solutions. But Congress needs to be an
active and constructive partner if we
are going to have a successful and
meaningful election reform, and there
is no better time to act than now.

There are several proposals in the
Congress to help States and counties
and cities get the technology they need
to run accurate elections. A bill I in-
troduced with the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN)

would make grants available to any ju-
risdiction that used a punch-card vot-
ing system in the last election. We
want to see them get new equipment in
place by 2002, and we are going to push
for Federal funding to make that
buyout happen, to get those inac-
curate, worn-out machines off line and
bring on more accurate systems.

I am disappointed that the President
and our Republican friends have failed
to include one dollar for election re-
form in their budget, but that must not
stop us. This Congress must meet the
challenge of restoring faith in our de-
mocracy.

I thank my colleague from California
for her leadership in making this hap-
pen, and I pledge my continued sup-
port, my continued work, to make
meaningful election reform a front-
burner item before even the first ses-
sion of this Congress goes home.

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina for all of the time
and attention he has given to the ef-
forts of this committee. It is because of
his diligent work and his efforts that
we are going to be successful in helping
to reform the election systems of this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ).

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from California
and join everyone that preceded me in
praise of her efforts and the leadership
that she has demonstrated in making
sure that this committee meets its
charge.

Mr. Speaker, if one thinks in terms
of the greatest and most precious right
that any American citizen would have,
and that is the right to vote, it is the
great equalizer. One vote counts just as
much as any other. The vote of the
President of the United States is no
more important and is given no more
weight than the vote of someone who is
18 years old and happens to be a senior
in high school and casting their vote
for the first time. It empowers us. It
empowers the people of the greatest de-
mocracy known in all of history, and
therein lies our problem, and that is
the exercise of that right.

Now, we all know that we have laws
at the State and Federal level that pro-
tect the right to vote. It guarantees
the right to vote. We have the Con-
stitution of the United States, the Su-
preme Court of the land, that, again,
will guarantee us the right to vote. But
it is only guaranteeing the right to
vote.

What thwarts, what frustrates, what
impedes the citizen’s right to vote, re-
gardless of the constitutional guar-
antee or the laws that we have on the
books? Well, believe it or not, it is
something as simple as a machine that
malfunctions, something a little more
complicated by not keeping an accu-
rate voter list.

In the past though, and this is so im-
portant, and I think we are forgetting
the lessons that history should have
taught us, when I was growing up in
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the State of Texas the greatest evil to
the right to vote was the poll tax. It
kept people from being able to exercise
that precious right. The poll tax at one
time was about $1. It went up to about
$2. My father, who served in this Cham-
ber for 37 years, the first bill he intro-
duced upon being sworn in was to abol-
ish the poll tax, and eventually it was.

But then there was something else,
literacy tests. Anything that could
keep the citizens of the United States
from exercising their right to vote.

Well, we have made great progress.
We do not have literacy tests any
more, we do not have the poll tax any
more. But what comes in its place
today? Either through intention or
through neglect, other things are now
posing as great a risk to the disenfran-
chisement of the citizens as in the
past, where once, because of gender or
color, people were denied the right to
vote, and once, because they did not
have the amount of dollars to pay for
the poll tax or could not pass some
made up literacy test, were denied the
right to vote. That was a travesty, as I
said, and we corrected it.

But we are back there. That is the
tragedy of what was demonstrated in
Florida, is that we may still be there.
It is more subtle. Like I said, maybe it
is by some intentional act, or it could
be simply by negligence.

What do I mean by that? Well, today
we have voting equipment that simply
does not work. I mean, it simply does
not work. It does not do its intended
job.

We have inaccurate voter lists, so
that when people go to vote, they are
not on the list and they are denied the
right to vote, even though they truly
are registered. Because of some mis-
take, lack of funds, technology, they
are just not on the list.

Confusing ballot design. There are
many. I will tell you right now, if you
look at certain ballots, you will be con-
fused. I know that when I go to vote, I
assume it is going to be somewhat of a
simple ballot. I hate to admit, but in a
recent City Council election in San An-
tonio, when I went to vote earlier, I
looked at that thing and I was too em-
barrassed to ask for instructions. A lot
of people feel that way. I think I was
more embarrassed than the average
citizen, because I am a Member of Con-
gress. But the point is, if I felt some-
what intimidated, if I was confused,
think of the average citizen going to
the polling place.

In Texas, we do have provisional bal-
lots in voting. If your name is not on
the list, you might be able to swear, if
you have an educated, trained, skilled
poll worker that knows the law. How-
ever, that is denied many voters, be-
cause we do not have trained and edu-
cated poll workers. They are not paid
enough, they are not trained, they are
not educated in the election law, that
which they are there to administer.

It sounds outrageous, but there is no
one right now that can hear my voice,
no matter where you live, that is not

experiencing this problem. You just do
not know about it. You have not
looked into it.

That is what this committee is doing.
We are going throughout the United
States and holding hearings in dif-
ferent locations, Philadelphia, San An-
tonio; it will be Chicago next. And
what are we learning? We are learning
quite a bit.

I will tell you what I learned in San
Antonio, my own backyard. We have
the problems as Florida. We have over-
votes. We never knew that they were
invalidating individuals’ votes until we
looked at it in the context of the Flor-
ida experience. And then I have got my
election officials saying, well, Con-
gressman, this is nothing new. We al-
ways have these votes. We just toss
them out. They do not count.

See, you have to ask yourself, why do
we have these? It might be ballot de-
sign or the equipment itself, improper
instruction, the lack of voter edu-
cation. Again, the polling worker in
San Antonio, I found out in a city
where you have more than 60 percent
Hispanic population that we did not
have bilingual poll workers in many of
those parts of the community, where it
is not 60 percent Hispanic, it is 85 and
90 percent Hispanic. So it is my own
backyard. And I am willing to admit to
it, that out of ignorance, I never got
involved. Out of ignorance, I never did
anything.

The tragedy of Florida is not what
happened in Florida. In and of itself, it
is a tragedy. The real tragedy is if we
do not learn a lesson and do something.

So this committee is going to do
something. We are going to identify
the problems. We are going to make
recommendations. We will come up
with legislation that will address many
of these problems.

But do not get us wrong. Part of our
job is to be a clearinghouse for not just
the problems, but for the ideas and the
solutions and the remedies. And we
will look to the States and the local
authorities to come up with their own
solutions, those that custom fit their
particular problem. We want to give
the States and the localities that op-
portunity, because that is what we do
here in Congress.

We do not want a Federal fix for
every problem. However, if action is
not taken that addresses the inequities
and the injustices of people not being
able to vote, then it is our duty, as
Federal officials, to step in and not
only give direction, but basically do it
on our own.

I do not think it will come to that. I
think we will make certain sugges-
tions. Many States and localities are
already incorporating and enacting
laws. If there is a shortcoming, we will
say, how can we help?

You have already heard one of my
colleagues. We have legislation, it has
already been introduced, about assist-
ing localities in the purchase of the
latest technology, which is really im-
portant. But they will make the deci-

sion on what best suits their situation.
But we are there to help.

It is so important. I guess there is no
way to explain it. How can we guar-
antee the right to vote to the citizen?
How can we teach the children in our
classrooms how great our country is,
and then we say, voter participation is
decreasing. Get out there and vote.
Every year, every election, I am out
there with some sort of public service
announcement, begging my constitu-
ents to please get out there, to register
and vote.

Now they are going to take me up on
that. They go and attempt to exercise
that right, and they are not able to.
Therein lies the real problem. I do not
think the problem is that we do not
have enough laws guaranteeing the
right, we just do not have the mecha-
nism to translate the right into re-
ality, and that is our charge.

Madam Chairman, I think I am going
to end where I started. I am going to
thank you for the leadership you pro-
vided us. It is a great honor to serve on
this committee, and I think many,
many people are going to be quite im-
pressed with the end product.

We have heard that this is not an
issue that is way at the top of the list
as far as the American public or the
United States Congress is concerned,
and that is wrong, because then what
we have done is we have compounded
the tragedy of Florida. We did not
learn a lesson, we did not make a situa-
tion better, we did not cure a problem.
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Should we fail to do that, I think we
have failed in our duty and responsi-
bility; but more importantly, we have
failed the American people. They have
a right to vote, but they also have a
right to make sure that that vote is
counted. What good is a right if one
cannot exercise it.

Again, I thank the gentlewoman very
much.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman from
Texas, not only for his participation
here today, but for his participation on
this very special committee. He has
been at every meeting, and I want my
colleagues to know that he rolled out
the red carpet for us in San Antonio
where we had an excellent hearing and
we learned an awful lot about purging
and had testimony from Mrs. Carmen
Martinez, who told us about what hap-
pened to her there.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to
the gentleman from Maryland as much
time as he may consume. While the
gentleman is coming to the micro-
phone, I would like to say that we are
so happy to have him on this com-
mittee. He has contributed tremen-
dously to our work already; not only
has he been involved with us as we
have traveled, but he has been to all of
the meetings that we hold every Tues-
day, and he has been working very
hard, trying to bridge the gap between
this side of the aisle and that side of
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the aisle, to come up with legislation
that will move us forward in reform. I
thank the gentleman so very much for
all that he has done.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her comments. I
want to also thank her for the extraor-
dinary efforts that she is making to en-
sure that not only will in America
every citizen have the right to vote and
be welcomed and encouraged in exer-
cising that right, but will also have his
vote counted correctly.

When the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT),
was discussing who should chair a com-
mittee that would look at election re-
forms, the problems that were brought
to light in the last election, we had
some discussions. He suggested the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), and the reason he did so is be-
cause he knew and I knew and her col-
leagues knew that the gentlewoman is
one of the strongest, most courageous
voices that we have on this floor, a
voice much like the voice of the gen-
tleman from Texas’s father who, in his
time, was a giant in speaking out for
those who were disenfranchised by op-
eration of law. No less should we speak
out for those who might be
disenfranchised by either negligence or
the misoperation of technology.

So I thank the gentlewoman for her
leadership, for her hard work on this
effort; and I am confident that we are
going to pass legislation in this Con-
gress. This is the civil rights issue of
the 107th Congress. There is no more
basic right in democracy than the right
to vote. When we do pass legislation, it
will be largely attributable to her hard
work and efforts in making sure that
everybody in the Nation is focused on
this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I want to speak for a
few minutes on one element that is key
to reform: better voting technologies,
the nuts and bolts of the election infra-
structure. Now, as I begin this, I want
to make it again clear that the tech-
nology issue comes in only after we
have ensured and facilitated a voter
getting to the technology. If the voter
never gets to the technology, it is irrel-
evant.

So the most important thing we need
to make sure of is that every voter is
able to register; that they have their
registration accurately recorded; that
it is transmitted accurately to a poll-
ing place; that the election officials re-
ceive the voter and accurately check to
make sure that voter is registered; and
that there is, if there is a failure to
communicate from the recipient of the
registration and the polling place, a
way in which a provisional ballot can
be cast, so that that voter is not turned
away, is not told no, your democracy is
not open to you today, not because of
your failure, but because we failed to
transmit information properly. So
what we are going to do is allow you to
vote and then we will take a day or two
to make sure that you, as you have
said, were registered to vote and a
legal voter.

None of us on this floor wants to fa-
cilitate voting by people who are not
eligible to vote. But equally, I hope,
there is nobody on this floor who wants
to prevent an eligible voter from cast-
ing a vote. We found in Florida that
people who got to the polls voted,
thought they had voted correctly, left,
and found that, lo and behold, their
votes were not counted. We further
found that this was not a Florida prob-
lem. It was Florida that we focused on,
it was Florida that we learned from,
but we quickly were informed by oth-
ers around the country that it was not
a Florida problem.

It was a problem in jurisdictions
north, east, south and west, in Mary-
land, in California, in Texas, and New
Jersey, the four jurisdictions rep-
resented on the floor right now. So we
focused on the fact that we need to
make sure that that voter, when they
exercise their franchise, has it counted
and has it counted accurately. Better
voting technology is the nuts and bolts
of election infrastructure.

When I say nuts and bolts, I mean
that quite literally. Over the past 2
days, the Committee on House Admin-
istration, of which I am the ranking
Democratic member, has learned from
the manufacturers that actually build
the sophisticated, durable equipment
that Americans use to exercise their
right of franchise, equipment used not
only by Americans, by the way, but
voters all over the world, many of
whom have struggled to attain the
right to vote and will retain it only if
their nations’ democracies are con-
ducted honestly. While we have a long
history and are not at risk, we are at
risk of retaining the confidence of our
people that their votes will be accu-
rately counted when their voices are
raised to participate in democracy.

For that reason, it is not an exag-
geration, I think, to say that the vot-
ing machine manufacturers build the
tools that make democracies all over
the world live up to their names. They
produce what I will call the ‘‘voting
veins of democracy.’’ And how well
those veins carry votes forward to an
accurate count can be the difference
between a democracy whose heart
pumps strongly and faithfully and a
system that does not enjoy the con-
fidence of its citizens.

Over the past 2 days, 13 vendors have
displayed the newest technology avail-
able in the voting machine industry in
the Committee on House Administra-
tion room. Members of Congress, their
staffs, the media, and the general pub-
lic have had the opportunity to test
the machines and to ask questions. I
saw the full range of what the voting
technology industry is developing, in-
cluding Optiscan equipment and Direct
Read Equipment, so-called DRE, com-
puter touch-screen equipment. I also
learned and other Members and staff
learned about sophisticated software
and hardware to ensure that voting is
accessible to all Americans, and ‘‘all’’
needs to be underlined, that votes are

counted accurately and completely,
and that voters have a chance to cor-
rect mismarked ballots before they are
cast.

That is so critically important,
Madam Speaker, as the gentlewoman
well knows. What we have found is a
system that counts at the precinct
level is much more accurate than a
system that counts at a central loca-
tion after the voter has left, where
there is no opportunity to tell the
voter, you forgot to vote, you over-
voted, you made a mistake, do you
want to try to correct your ballot. Peo-
ple make mistakes, but we should not
subject them to the vagaries of the pos-
sibility of making a mistake when we
have technology that can say to them,
either you did not vote for President,
do you want to; you do not have to, we
are not forcing you to, but do you want
to? Did you forget this? Or, hey, you
voted for two people for President and
that will not be counted. Do you want
to correct it? Give them that oppor-
tunity so they can ensure the fact that
they have exercised their franchise cor-
rectly.

We also learned about sophisticated
software and hardware devices to en-
sure that voting is accessible to those
with disabilities, to those who are even
quadriplegic and cannot use hands or
feet, to those who are blind, to those
who have other impairments. We can
fully make accessible the voting sys-
tem to them and provide for the se-
crecy of their ballot as well. That tech-
nology is available. We need to pursue
it.

What I did not see on display, I am
happy to say, is the latest in punch
card technology. Why? Because almost
everybody has concluded that punch
cards have seen their day and ought to
be on their way. The fact of the matter
is, Florida, with only two dissenting
votes, has mandated the abolition of
the use of punch cards in their State.
Only two dissenting votes, unanimous
in the Senate and two in the House.
They came up with money, and the
President’s brother, Governor Jeb
Bush, signed the bill and they are pro-
ceeding to do that. I am hopeful that
President Bush will follow the lead of
his brother, Governor Bush, and help us
take that same path.

Any industry operating at the cut-
ting edge can teach us a lot about the
future of technology. What I have
learned from the voting technology in-
dustry in the past 2 days is that there
is no future for that punch card. Inven-
tors may yet devise a better mouse-
trap. What they will not devise, how-
ever, is a better punch card.

The punch card will soon be obsolete.
I look forward to the day when it will
be on display downtown in the Smith-
sonian and not in the voting precinct.
We may talk about those days between
November 8 and December 12 when we
were mesmerized by the 537 votes, or
the 219 votes, or the five votes that
would make a difference in counting
these punch cards, and whether or not
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they would make a difference in Flor-
ida’s electoral votes. We are beyond
that, and it is not the purpose of any-
body on this floor to look back. It is,
however, to learn from that history
and not see it repeated.

I have also learned that taking ad-
vantage of the latest, most reliable and
accessible technology represented in
that room, in the Committee on House
Administration room, that voting tech-
nology will not be cheap. Now, rel-
atively speaking, in my opinion, it will
not be extraordinarily expensive ei-
ther, and it is worth the price. But the
average DRE machine runs about
$4,500. That is a touch-screen machine
or some other computer technology.
The average Optiscan technology
where one fills out the ballot as if one
is taking a test, and take a number 2
pencil or something else and connect
the dots, or connect the line, and then
put it into the counting machine and
have it scanned optically, from which
it gets its name. If you have not voted
correctly, if you have overvoted, it
simply kicks it out, and says, you have
made a mistake, you get it back and
you can correct it. But that costs
about $5,000 to $6,000.

While communities should be ex-
pected to help pay for much of the cost
of these machines, we in Congress have
an obligation to foot the bill. For over
200 years, States and localities have
been conducting elections, and during
those 200-plus years, they have had
Federal officials running on their bal-
lots, and they have paid the full price.
We, in effect, have gotten a free lunch.
It is appropriate that we at the Federal
level, as State and local governments
do, participate in partnership in ensur-
ing the accurate, accessible elections
of our officials. After all, we in Con-
gress are elected on the machines that
are now in use, including the punch
card devices that were used in 72,000 of
the 200,000 voting precincts last year.

We in Congress will be elected on the
new machines that start entering serv-
ice in the months ahead, I hope by 2002.
It is therefore, Madam Speaker, appro-
priate that we help with guidelines and
encouragement to local subdivisions to
run these elections as best they pos-
sibly can, in this, probably the most
technologically proficient Nation on
the face of the Earth. Surely, surely,
we can, we must. It is our sacred obli-
gation to ensure that this Nation, a
beacon of democracy for all the world,
is as good a democracy as the world
thinks it is and as we know it to be.
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I might say, I also look forward to
joining the gentlewoman on Saturday
when we go to Chicago where we will
hear from voters and those who admin-
ister elections as to how best we can
make the system work.

I thank the gentlewoman for her
leadership.

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland so very much for all of
the work that he has put into this issue

of election reform. I thank him for the
attention he has paid to the com-
mittee, and I thank him for the work
that he is doing to come up with legis-
lation dealing with this technology.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman
from Texas and the gentleman from
Maryland to join me as we close out in
a colloquy just reinforcing how impor-
tant this issue is.

I would just like to say to the gen-
tleman from Texas, I was listening to
him as he talked about the work of his
father, a man that I loved dearly and
paid a lot of attention to, and hope to
follow in his footsteps, by the way.

I thought about the work that I have
done here, the issues I have been in-
volved in: women’s issues, women’s
health issues, criminal justice issues,
AIDS issues, foreign affairs issues, et
cetera. But I think that this work that
we are doing on election reform may be
the most important work that I will do
in my entire career here in the Con-
gress of the United States.

Do Members feel that this work holds
that kind of priority, I ask the gen-
tleman?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
think our colleague, the gentleman
from Maryland, said it, that it really is
almost a sacred duty because it is a sa-
cred trust. Nothing rises to the level of
the importance of this issue.

People sometimes think we are given
to hyperbole and exaggeration, but we
really are talking about the fundamen-
tals of a democracy, the absolute right
of the public to be masters of their own
destiny. It is the right to vote.

Again, this is not a Republican or a
Democratic issue. That is the beauty of
it, too. It transcends party lines, phi-
losophies, everything; station in left.
This is basically the common thread,
more or less, that our citizenry really
holds in common.

So I agree with the gentlewoman, I
do not think there is going to be any-
thing more important that I will ever
work on. I am the lucky one. I have
only been here 3 years. I am lucky to
have this opportunity.

But truly in relation to all the won-
derful leaders who have preceded us,
and we are thinking about the Civil
Rights Act and so on, what we are talk-
ing about is really giving life to those
laws, and life and meaning to the Con-
stitution. So we are privileged, but by
the same token, I think it is a tremen-
dous responsibility. We cannot fail.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, as I work
with the committee members and as I
listen to all that has been said here
today, and as I stand here as an African
American woman, and to my right I
have a gentleman representing Texas
of Hispanic descent, and I have here on
my left the gentleman from Maryland,
a Caucasian gentleman, we are really
the rainbow of America on this issue.

I think that all Americans, no mat-
ter where we are in this country, no
matter what our backgrounds are, all
Americans care about this cornerstone
of democracy.

Would the gentleman say this is a
very central issue?

Mr. HOYER. I think the gentle-
woman is absolutely right. The polls
reflect that. The polls reflect over-
whelmingly that Americans expect us
to fix the problem of which they were
made aware last November and Decem-
ber.

They were shocked to learn that
many absentee ballots and overseas
ballots were never counted in the
course of running the elections. It was
just expected by election officials if
they were not going to make a dif-
ference, they would not be counted. I
was chagrined. I may not have been
shocked, but I was certainly chagrined
to hear that.

I am a white male, who from the very
start of this nation everybody pre-
sumed would vote. Margaret Brent was
the first woman lawyer. She came from
Maryland. She was on the Governor’s
Council. Governor Calvert died, and she
asked for a vote. She was denied that
vote.

It is incredible to me that we have
had to amend the Constitution on a
number of occasions in this connection.
Thomas Jefferson intoned words that
all of us recite, that all men, presum-
ably but not necessarily meaning
women as well, were endowed by their
Creator with certain inalienable rights,
and among these are life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.

Clearly it was the concept of so many
of us that that meant all of us, but
clearly, it did not mean all of us. It was
not until a great civil war and the
Thirteenth Amendment that we en-
sured that, at least legally, African
Americans could not be discriminated
against.

But we know as a result of poll taxes
and literacy tests and the imposition of
devices to intimidate people from reg-
istering and coming to vote that that
was honored more in the breach than it
was in the adherence.

We know that immigrants, nonwhite
Caucasian Americans, had difficulty,
for which the father of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) was a giant
in saying, that is not right.

We did not add women, and an Afri-
can American woman, or African
Americans, men at least, could vote be-
fore women could vote. It was incred-
ible that in the enlightened democracy
of America in 1914 and 1918 women
could not vote. We had to pass a con-
stitutional amendment which said that
we are not going to discriminate on the
basis of gender.

It was not until 1965, as the gentle-
woman knows, when we passed the Vot-
ing Rights Act that we said, we cannot
have poll taxes, we cannot have lit-
eracy taxes, we cannot preclude, and
the Federal government is going to
step in and ensure that every American
has access to the polling place? Why?
Because it is central.

Then we had another constitutional
amendment and said that if one is old
enough to go overseas and fight to de-
fend democracy, one is old enough to
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vote at 18. We amended the Constitu-
tion again. So this has been an ongoing
process of ensuring that our democracy
is participated in by every citizen, not
just a select few.

This effort is about that objective.
Again, I think the gentlewoman is cor-
rect, it is a critically important objec-
tive.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlemen for participating with
me today. They have both stated so
clearly and in so many ways that
something is wrong with the system
and we perhaps fell asleep at the wheel,
and we allowed the infrastructure to
kind of fall apart.

Many of us thought with the 1965
Voting Rights Act that we had gotten
rid of all of the problems. Little did we
know that we would reach a time when
we could not recruit polling place
workers. Little did we know that we
would have a system that did not train
them so they would know what to do
when a provisional ballot was needed.
Little did we ever dream that we would
find ourselves at a time when there is
a polling place with almost 100 percent
Latino voters and no one to do trans-
lation, or to make sure that they have
access to that vote and to that ballot.

I want Members to know how proud I
am to serve here in the Congress of the
United States, and to serve with Mem-
bers who care so much that they make
this their priority work.

I want Members to know how proud I
am to be able to do the kind of work
my ancestors would certainly have me
do, and I am so proud that I have been
given this opportunity, and that the
people who have joined with me ap-
pointed to this committee are working
very hard.

Yes, we have been to Texas, we have
been to Pennsylvania, and we are on
our way to Chicago, a place that really
does need us. It has needed us for a
long time. We are on our way there to
find out what we can do to strengthen
the system. But we will be going to
many other places.

Let me conclude by saying, as a Cali-
fornian, a suit has been filed in Cali-
fornia by the ACLU because, as sophis-
ticated as we are supposed to be, guess
what, we rank right up there with some
of the other States like Illinois where
votes are thrown out, not counted, be-
cause of overvoting and other problems
in the system.

So hopefully both Members will be
able to join me in California as we take
a look at this suit and see what we can
do.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, as Chairman of
the Congressional Hispanic Caucus, I am
committed to building on the success of grow-
ing Latino voter turnout by working with my
colleagues to achieve meaningful election re-
form before the 2002 elections.

The 2000 presidential election has brought
long overdue attention to the need to overhaul
our country’s election procedures and provide
resources that will ensure we have accurate
elections. Central to these efforts must be the
protection of each citizen’s ability to freely ex-
ercise his or her right to vote.

Throughout our nation’s history, expansion
of the right to vote has been a struggle, and
it is a struggle that continues to this day. The
glare of media coverage, caused by the clos-
est presidential election of our time, exposed
voting irregularities that have long been ig-
nored all across the country, not just in Flor-
ida.

Numerous legislative proposals have been
introduced in this Congress to address elec-
tion reform, and I believe it is encouraging to
see that so many members are making this a
priority. While there are about a dozen dif-
ferent bills, they also share many similarities.
It is clear that based on the proposals we
have seen so far, we need to move toward es-
tablishing a new elections body that will be
charged with distributing grants to local elec-
tion authorities for modernizing voting proce-
dures and providing incentives to voting ma-
chine manufacturers to improve their equip-
ment and invest in research and development.

In order to gain useful knowledge necessary
for the effective modernization of our voting
system, a study will need to be conducted of
voting irregularities in the 2000 election and of
flaws in our voting system in general.

As we chart our way through these various
reforms, which coincide with another upcom-
ing round of redistricting, the significance of
minority representation is going to be greater
than ever. Where necessary, we must be pre-
pared to reaffirm support for, and strengthen,
the provisions of the Voting Rights Act and
National Voter Registration Act that protect mi-
nority representation and bilingual elections
services.

The problems facing the integrity of our
elections fall into two broad categories: (1)
logistical challenges, and (2) barriers to voter
turnout.

There are three main logistical problems
prevalent in the process of running elections.
First, local election boards are typically under-
funded. As a result, counties are unable to re-
place antiquated voting machines. The punch-
card ballots made infamous by the Florida re-
count are used by about one third of voters.
Replacing them all with a more reliable system
will be a costly, though certainly worthwhile in-
vestment.

Second, there is a shortage of adequately
trained staff to respond in a timely and profes-
sional manner to voters’ questions about ab-
sentee voting, their registration status, polling
place locations and other concerns. On elec-
tion day itself, many polling places open late,
are not open long enough or lack polling place
workers who are adequately trained, further
causing delays, confusion and the disenfran-
chisement of voters. In particular, there is a
lack of bilingual staff who are able to help vot-
ers who face a language barrier at the polls.

Third, polling place access is an extremely
important logistical issue, and is not always di-
rectly related to funding. Every polling place
should be easily accessible and in safe, famil-
iar locations that are easy for residents to find.

The most troubling obstacle to fair elections
is voter suppression, which is aimed almost
exclusively at minorities. Unfortunately, such
tactics are prevalent across the country and
not only targeted against African-American
voters. The practice of placing so-called secu-
rity guards, or volunteers in clothing that re-
semble uniforms, at polling places has been
used to intimidate Latino voters in past elec-
tions. The use of misleading radio broadcasts

or other means to confuse minority voters
about their polling place location is another
tactic employed to keep down minority turnout.
First-time voters, such as newly naturalized
citizens, many of whom are Latino, are par-
ticularly susceptible to confusion about the
voting process, especially because relatively
less, if any, election information is provided in
Spanish.

In response, state and county governments
must be spurred to pro-actively prevent voter
suppression in heavily minority precincts. To
ensure smoother elections, there needs to be
greater investment and attention in such pre-
cincts to ensure appropriate staffing levels and
training, equipment, polling place site selec-
tion, and education campaigns.

We will need to consider ways of enhancing
the enforcement of existing laws that punish
voter intimidation and implement new or
stronger penalties where necessary. We
should also consider expanding the scope of
such efforts to include more passive forms of
voter suppression, such as the withholding of
assistance and information to voters might
prevent them from voting. For example, there
have been many accounts of polling place
workers refusing to allow voters the right to a
provisional ballot, a right that was expanded
under the 1993 National Voter Registration
Act.

A final obstacle to voter turnout relates to
the maintenance of voter registration rolls,
which must be considerably improved. Latino
voters have experienced problems with getting
on the rolls in the first place and then later
being purged from them. The problem with
getting on the rolls is related to problems with
voter registration. Voter registration forms
have been rejected for arbitrary reasons, such
as being filled out with the wrong color ink,
and during the most recent election, there
were reports from Florida of Latinos who had
registered but whose names did not appear on
the rolls and were therefore barred from vot-
ing.

The other side of the voter roll problem is
when legitimate names are purged. In a num-
ber of states, voters are purged from the voter
rolls if they do not vote in every presidential
election or a set number of elections within a
certain amount of time. Requiring voters to re-
register if they happen to miss an election, or
else risk being ineligible to vote in a subse-
quent election, is just another barrier to voting.

I will be working with my colleagues in the
Congressional Hispanic Caucus to press for
increased funding of election boards; promote
voter participation through national legislative
and educational efforts; and monitor existing
voter protections, especially the 1975 and
1992 amendments to the Voting Rights Act
which protect language minority groups and
require bilingual services.

Voting is a hard-won right that should not be
a struggle for minorities in every election. In
addition to empowering minority citizens about
their rights as voters, we can also make con-
siderable progress toward improving the way
we run and monitor elections, making them as
easy and convenient for minority voters as
they already are in so many affluent and pre-
dominantly white precincts. In the Latino com-
munity, we often say su voto es su voz—your
vote is your voice. We must ensure that we
take the necessary steps to ensure that the
voices of all voters are heard.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise because we must continue to address
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the overwhelming evidence of grave voting
irregularities and voting rights violations in the
recent presidential election in what was the
closest and most contested presidential elec-
tion in the history of our great nation.

It is imperative that Congress continues to
engage in a serious review and comprehen-
sive reform of our election process in this na-
tion. The disenfranchisement of voters in the
federal electoral process remains a chilling
threat to the integrity of our democratic system
in America.

Mr. Speaker, The right to vote, and to fully
exercise that vote, is a vital component of our
collective preservation. On November 7th,
2000, only a fraction of Americans were able
to exercise their right to vote and have those
votes counted, while thousands, and perhaps
even millions of voters were denied this con-
stitutional right as guaranteed by the Fifteenth
Amendment.

It is horrifying to me that such systemic mis-
takes were made in this election. But beyond
these mistakes, there have been serious alle-
gations of violations of the Sections 2 and 5
of the Voter Rights Act of 1965, 42 U.S.C.
sec. 1973, which mandates the obligation and
responsibility of the Congress to provide ap-
propriate implementation of the guarantees of
the Fifteenth Amendment to the Constitution,
which states ‘‘the fundamental principle that
the right to vote shall not be denied or
abridged by the States or the Federal Govern-
ment on account of race or color.’’ Yet we
know today, that such violations of funda-
mental voting rights did occur during the No-
vember 7th elections throughout the nation.
These irregularities also raise potential viola-
tions of several provisions of the National
Voter Registration Act of 1993, 42 U.S.C. sec.
1973gg–5(a) which affirms the right of every
U.S. citizen to cast a ballot and have that bal-
lot be counted. We must address this today.

The need for election reform is the chal-
lenge of all Americans. President Bush himself
recognized this urgency, telling members of
Congress: ‘‘This is America. Everyone de-
serves the right to vote.’’ Congress was re-
affirmed of President Bush’s commitment to
the protection of the right to vote when the
President’s spokesman later assured mem-
bers of Congress that the ‘‘President wants to
make certain that one of the focuses of atten-
tion this year is electoral reform.’’ A letter re-
cently sent to President Bush by virtually
every House Democrat, called on the adminis-
tration fulfill this promise by providing ‘‘essen-
tial guidance and leadership on a national
problem’’, yet today, half a year after the elec-
tion, we are still without such leadership. So I
call on the Attorney General of the United
States to begin a full investigation of all al-
leged voting improprieties. We must clear the
air.

So what can be done to remedy these prob-
lems for the future? According to a recent
Washington Post article by David Broder,
since the 2000 presidential election more than
1,500 election reform bills have been intro-
duced in state legislatures around this nation.
The American Civil Liberties Union and other
organizations have been filing suits in Cali-
fornia and in other states demanding that uni-
form methods of casting and counting ballots
be put in place. I applaud these efforts and I
believe that outdated technology is a large
part of the problem.

We also need a greater awareness of how
our voting system works. We need better and

more uniform standards, better enforcement,
better education, greater and more convenient
access to voting places, and a generally easi-
er and more user-friendly electoral process.

To begin to address these problems, I have
introduced several important pieces of legisla-
tion. I’ve recently introduced H.R. 934, a bill
that would establish National Election Day on
the 2nd Tuesday of November, in presidential
election years, as a legal public holiday in
order to substantially resolve the serious prob-
lem of the lack of time for people to vote or
participate in the federal election process, due
to employment commitments.

This bill would merely federalize what some
states have done with great success so that
employees in the private sector will be able to
exercise their constitutional right to vote or
take part in the electoral process as election
volunteers with no restraints.

I’ve also introduced H.R. 60, the Secure De-
mocracy for All Americans Act, which would
establish a five member commission and pro-
vide funding necessary to perform a study into
federal, state, and local voting procedures in
order to produce a report and make rec-
ommendations for appropriate legislation and
administrative actions. This legislation is great-
ly needed.

In addition, I’ve recently founded the bipar-
tisan Congressional Election Reform Caucus,
which was established to enable all members
of Congress to engage in a serious review
and dialogue of the election process in this
nation as a recognition of the disenfranchise-
ment of voters because of voter confusion,
poor voter machinery and work commitments.

I have also drafted legislation that provides
for much needed ‘‘provisional ballots’’ so that
people erroneously ‘‘purged’’ or dropped from
the voting rolls can register at the polls, vote,
and have that vote counted. I am also intro-
ducing legislation that would create a uniform
voter ‘‘purging’’ requirement, because too
many states and localities have confusing and
conflicting standards of how long you may re-
main inactive as a voter before your name is
purged from the voting rolls. With my legisla-
tion, you would have a single uniform 10 years
from the time you last voted until you are
purged from the rolls. This makes good sense.

I would also like to commend Congressman
CUMMINGS for today introducing electoral re-
form legislation, and for the commitment to
this issue by the Congressional Black Caucus
and by the many other members of this Con-
gress who believe in this legislation.

These bills affirm our constitutional right, as
citizens of this democracy, to vote and have
that vote counted, because if our votes are not
counted, our voices are not heard. I hope that
in the months to come, our voices will come
together in support of common-sense solu-
tions and reform, and bring us closer towards
our goal of equal access and equal justice
under the law.

f

GENERAL LEAVE
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of my special
order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
f

A NEW ERA OF DEFENSE PART-
NERSHIP BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND INDIA IS ON THE
HORIZON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve that a new era of a defense part-
nership between the United States and
India is on the horizon. I come to the
House floor this evening to discuss the
potential for stronger defense ties be-
tween these two nations.

This relationship between the United
States and India makes sense, and it is
time that the world’s two greatest de-
mocracies come together as natural al-
lies. Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to see India and the U.S. form a
stable defense alliance. Such an alli-
ance would help secure our national se-
curity and those of our allies while iso-
lating nations such as China, which
pose a threat to India and other Asian
democracies.

Assistant Secretary of State Richard
Armitage, who called on New Delhi in
a visit last weekend, said that he was
very pleased with the warm support
and cooperation extended by the Indian
government on various matters, in-
cluding defense and military coopera-
tion. Bridging a new defense relation-
ship with India would be remarkable,
given the history of this nation’s ties
with the United States in the past.

During the Cold War, India unoffi-
cially joined hands with Russia in the
non-alignment movement. This created
tense relations between the United
States and India, and ultimately the
U.S. viewed India negatively. However,
the Cold War is over. We have no rea-
son to view India as a threat.

In fact, India and the United States
have many similar democratic inter-
ests, and as a result, both countries
could work together and work together
well against the threat from a military
buildup in China or from rogue nations
in Asia that threaten American inter-
ests.

Mr. Speaker, Americans are still
reeling from the incident last month
when Chinese authorities detained a
U.S. plane and military personnel. This
incident and others exacerbate the dif-
ference between our democratic system
and China’s Communist regime. It
highlights the need to have India, a
stable democracy for over 50 years, as
an ally in the region.

It was well documented that the Chi-
nese have transferred missile tech-
nologies to rogue nations. The Chinese
premier has reaffirmed this during a
recent visit to Pakistan, during which
he disclosed his commitment to help-
ing Pakistan develop its military.

Threats to U.S. security loom large
in Asia. Pakistan is politically unsta-
ble, is full of terrorism, as is docu-
mented in the U.S. annual terrorism
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report, and is moving further away
from a return to civilian government.

The central Asia region is brewing
with the extensive Osama bin Laden
networks, which hold another com-
prehensive threat to U.S. security and
regional interests. We do not need to
look back too far, just to last year, to
remember the tragic incident of the
USS Cole.

U.S.-India defense relationships have
increased under the Bush administra-
tion. This was clearly evidenced in ex-
ternal affairs minister Jaswant Singh’s
visit to Washington last month when
President Bush, Secretary Powell, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, and national security
adviser Condoleeza Rice made commit-
ments to build on our relationship and
to increase cooperation on defense and
military matters bilaterally.

This is evidenced in the prompt
scheduling of the U.S. Joint Chiefs
chairman General Henry H. Sheldon’s
visit to India later this month to dis-
cuss high-level military issues between
the two nations.

If a U.S.-India defense relationship
can be nurtured, I believe it will im-
prove bilateral, commercial, and trade
ties and expand our existing invest-
ment commitments.

In order for us to do this in a sub-
stantial way, we must first remove all
remaining sanctions on India. Many
American and Indian scholars, as well
as officials from the Department of
State, have now acknowledged that the
sanctions have done more harm to
American companies doing business in
India than to India itself, and removal
of the sanctions will allow us to engage
in a more comprehensive relationship
with India.

Mr. Speaker, collaboration between
the United States and India is moving
both countries in a positive direction.
As two great democracies, the United
States and India are natural allies, and
a strong defense relationship is the
next logical step in our foreign policy.

f

1600

BUSH ENERGY POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HAN-
SEN), Chairman of the Committee on
Resources.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) for yielding to me.

Folks in America, of course, Mr.
Speaker, realize that today the Vice
President of the United States was able
to come up with an energy policy that
makes an awful lot of sense, and to-
night myself and some of my col-
leagues from the Committee on Re-
sources would like the opportunity to
discuss that issue.

It never ceases to amaze me when
some of my colleagues or environ-
mentalists lash out at big oil as if it
were some diabolical archenemy lurk-
ing in the shadows ready to pounce.

It is amusing to watch them stage
press conferences to make big oil some
sort of bogeyman for environmental
problems and for our current energy
crisis, and afterwards step into their
energy-consuming SUVs or gasoline-
powered cars and drive over asphalt-
paved roads in their nicely lit, air-con-
ditioned homes which were built and
furnished with hundreds of products de-
rived from chemicals, plastics, and
other materials because of petroleum.

It reminds me of the story of school
children raised in the city, being asked
where milk comes from, and having
them respond and say well, it comes
from the store.

Somehow, I think we are all missing
an important step: the production
phase. The oil has to come from some-
where. The energy we all consume, the
lights in this building to keep the cam-
eras functioning, has to come from
somewhere.

As our economy grows, we have chil-
dren and grandchildren and they grow
up, receive educations, get married, get
jobs, raise families. Where are they
going to get the energy that sustains
life, warms their homes, and transports
their children to school? Where are we
going to get our energy and what are
we going to do about the current build-
ing energy crisis?

Many of my environmental friends
say that we really do not need to focus
on production of more oil or energy
sources because of various environ-
mental concerns. Usually urban dwell-
ers, these individuals assert that con-
servation is the answer.

Harkening back to the days of
Jimmy Carter, when we were told just
to turn our thermostats down and put
on a sweater, I do not believe that we
can conserve our way out of this situa-
tion. It did not work in Jimmy Carter’s
day, and with even more demands
today it certainly will not be the only
answer.

Yes, we can and should do all we can
to not be wasteful in our homes and at
work. We should all turn off lights that
we are not using, install more fuel-effi-
cient heating and cooling systems, and
encourage the development of alter-
native fuels and more fuel-efficient ve-
hicles.

But is the answer to our current cri-
sis for all to rush out and purchase hy-
brid gas-electric vehicles that are
small, underpowered, and fail to meet
even the most basic transportation
hauling requirements of the typical
American family, let alone thinking
about buying one of these vehicles to
pull our boat down to our favorite lake,
camping trailer to our favorite camp-
ground?

It would probably pull the bumper
right off the car while sitting in the
driveway. We are not there yet, and we
have a long ways to go.

Those of us from the West know all
too well the hurt that the lack of en-
ergy and increase in oil and gas prices
is causing our economies. We in the
West often have to travel dozens of
miles and hours at a time just to com-
mute across long distances between our
communities.

In the First District of Utah that I
represent, it would take nearly 7 hours,
traveling at the legal speed limit from
between 65 to 75 miles per hour, to
travel from the northern border of
Utah to the southern border, a distance
of over 400 miles.

Often, our communities are spread
across vast distances, and the only via-
ble option for transportation has to be
using motor vehicles. The sky-
rocketing price of fuel has hit them es-
pecially hard. They do not have the op-
tion, as urban dwellers in the East may
have, to take mass transit or ride a bi-
cycle to work.

For the sake of our quality of our
life, our jobs, our economy, we have to
begin to really address the energy
problem that we are facing in this
country.

Much of what we are facing in this
country, I believe, could have been pre-
vented or mitigated significantly if the
previous administration had not been,
to use the words of former Secretary
Bill Richardson, asleep at the wheel on
energy policy.

Over the last 8 years, I watched as
the previous administration basically
took their marching orders from the
extreme environmentalist lobby, and
whether it was through executive order
or by promulgating new regulations,
locked up millions of acres of public
lands to any reasonable energy devel-
opment.

Mr. Speaker, I watched with concern
as the Clinton administration let our
Nation drift from less than 33 percent
dependence on foreign oil when he took
office to more than 50 percent today. I
believe the figure is 57 percent.

President Bush has taken over the
reins of government and has been left
one messy problem to clean up regard-
ing energy.

For 8 years, all we got was poll-driv-
en photo-ops, like the infamous release
of millions of gallons of water to float
a kayak down the Connecticut River in
order to provide a nice picture of Vice
President Gore in his election efforts.
All we got was President Clinton dis-
patching then-Secretary Richardson to
the OPEC masters to literally get on
his knees and beg and beg them not to
raise oil prices.

America deserves better, and I am
glad that President George Bush has
made development and implementation
of a coherent and comprehensive long-
term strategy on energy as one of his
very top priorities.

I just met with President Bush this
week, and I know that President Bush
and Vice President CHENEY understand
the complexities of this issue. They are
committed to working with Congress
to come up with the tools that are
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needed to fix the problem. But there is
no easy fix.

We must all recognize that natural
resources are to be actively managed
and wisely employed to advance the
human condition.

We must have a policy that balances
competing goods of environmental
preservation or restoration, while en-
suring public access and outdoor recre-
ation to our public lands.

America needs balanced conserv-
atism that recognizes man’s role as
God’s steward, not the extreme envi-
ronmentalist view that it too often
views as the problem.

Just like the urban school child who
may think that milk comes from a car-
ton and not a cow, we as Americans
need to look beyond the overinflated
rhetoric of extreme environmentalist
alarms that the Earth is in the bal-
ance, and educate ourselves on where
our energy comes from and what the
options are for our future.

We need to separate facts from asser-
tion and science from political dogma.
Mr. Speaker, I look forward to working
with this administration as chairman
of the Committee on Resources to do
our part.

We all have been affected by rising
energy prices, not just California. Wyo-
ming Governor Jim Geringer recently
recounted to the House Committee on
Resources the story of a distraught el-
derly woman who called a Wyoming
county commissioner in tears because
her natural gas bill to heat her modest
home was $500 a month and her Social
Security check, which she relied on to
provide medicine and food, was only
$600.

The crisis is hurting the elderly, the
poor, farmers, and small business own-
ers. Small family farmers, who are our
Nation’s real endangered species, are
feeling the crunch of huge increases in
diesel fuel to power their tractors. The
fertilizer they use, which is a petro-
leum-derived product, has skyrocketed
even as commodity prices have re-
mained low or fallen.

It will be a miracle if many more of
them hang on and survive in the next
few months.

What about the trucking industry?
We all benefit from a strong and robust
trucking industry. The fresh food and
produce we buy at our local super-
markets is made possible only because
of truckers. If they were to shut down
for even 1 week, our Nation would be in
a lot of distress. Their costs for fuel
have skyrocketed, along with everyone
else.

What is the effect? Who pays for all
of these increased costs? In the short
term, the truckers and farmers must
pay these large costs, and it is hurting
them big time. In the long run, we all
pay for these increased costs.

Petroleum products make up such a
large percentage of everyday life, so
many things we totally take for grant-
ed, so that it will not take long until
we see these negative effects.

We must take action. We must do it
today, Mr. Speaker. Vice President

CHENEY’s energy task force report
points the way to a long-term solution
to our energy crisis that includes con-
servation but goes further to include
more research into clean, renewable
energy sources and increased produc-
tion of hydropower, nuclear energy,
gas, oil and coal.

I am sure Congress will follow this
plan closely this summer in preparing
a package that provides reliable, af-
fordable, and environmentally-clean
energy for decades to come, while
maintaining consumer choices in our
standard of living.

Right now our Nation’s energy prob-
lems have taken on an urgency we have
not seen for almost 30 years. For the
first time in memory, demand for elec-
tricity in the West this summer is ex-
pected to exceed maximum output. De-
mand could exceed supply by as much
as 7,000 megawatts during parts of
June, July, and August.

The production strain on the power
grid will be so great that several hot
days or a power plant failure could
trigger outages that would cascade like
dominoes through the West.

Shortages are coupled with soaring
prices. Gasoline is already over $2.70 a
gallon in some parts of California. We
have all heard predictions of $3 a gallon
in California and the Midwest before
the summer is out.

Al Gore’s book, Earth in the Balance,
called for those higher gas prices,
which may explain one reason why the
previous administration did nothing to
forestall this crisis.

Natural gas prices jumped sharply
this winter and will jump again this
summer when natural gas is used at its
annual peak. These prices have already
driven up the costs of goods, services,
and housing across the country.

Skyrocketing prices threaten small
business. They threaten the health of
the ill and the elderly who must choose
between livable temperatures or buy-
ing food. Low-income families, anxious
to keep infants and small children
comfortable, have already tapped out
most State and local emergency assist-
ance programs.

The crisis did not happen overnight.
It took us a lot of years to get there. It
has been 20 years since a large refinery
was built in the U.S. and more than 10
years since a power plant was built in
California, even as the population
there continued to increase dramati-
cally.

We have neglected energy production
and infrastructure. We are producing 30
percent less oil now than 30 years ago.
Natural gas development on public
lands is down by 14 percent, and we
need at least 38,000 miles of pipeline to
deliver the natural gas we need.

Our new economy runs almost en-
tirely on electricity. Yet, according to
the Edison Electric Institute, invest-
ment in our transmission system has
declined by 15 percent a year since 1990,
while use has jumped 400 percent in the
last 4 years alone.

Our transmission grids across the
country need repair, updating, and ex-

pansion. The Bonneville Power Admin-
istration provides affordable power to
hundreds of towns and western cities.
But Bonneville Power has not added
new transmission lines in the system
in 14 years, and much of its grid is 30
years old.

Bringing the system up to an ade-
quate capacity will cost an estimated
$775 million. The strategy in the Bush
energy plan is both comprehensive and
long term.

The Bush administration recognizes
that hasty, short-term fixes threaten
both our economy and environment.
Decisions made in a crisis prompt us to
waive environmental regulations.

In the late 1970s and 1980s, after a
profound energy price shock, the Fed-
eral Government established the En-
ergy Mobilization Board to override
Federal, State, and local environ-
mental laws that got in the way of en-
ergy production. Right now, Clean Air
Act limits are being waived in Cali-
fornia in a rush to avert a large dis-
aster. By focusing on diverse long-term
solutions, the Bush energy plan avoids
these kinds of choices in the future.

Short-term fixes also threaten our
economy. Upgrading and expanding our
infrastructure requires investment
money. Yet utility companies are re-
porting that Wall Street is alarmed by
talk of price caps in California.

They are understandably hesitant to
invest in companies that could be im-
pacted by these price caps. We des-
perately need to invest in our Nation’s
energy infrastructure, fully and with
confidence. We must avoid short-term
fixes that pose long-term threats to
our economy and environment.

The Bush energy plan calls for pru-
dent streamlining of the process for li-
censing new nuclear plants and the re-
cycling of hydropower plants.

Mr. Speaker, I am a big fan of nu-
clear power. Regardless of what the
American public has been led to believe
by the likes of the Hollywood bunch or
antinuclear activists, new technologies
and nuclear power have made it the
most safe, affordable, and environ-
mentally friendly form of energy.

New technology for reprocessing
spent fuel rods exists and is improving.
Nuclear power accounts for only 20 per-
cent of the U.S. power supply. Yet in
Europe, it is 35 percent. In France
alone, it is 70 percent. This energy is
clean, economical, and safe.

We have not had a new nuclear reac-
tor built in this country in more than
20 years. It is time we stop letting in-
flammatory rhetoric and fear tactics of
uninformed special interest groups
stand between us and one of the best
energy sources we have.

We must reduce the time and costs of
relicensing hydroelectric plants. The
previous administration created a bat-
tery of new Federal dam regulations
aimed at wiping out hydropower.

Recent events have proven the pre-
vious administration to be foolish in
this regard, but those regulations still
stand today, and we have to do some-
thing about them. Because of them,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2326 May 17, 2001
towns and cities that own dams must
spend years and millions of dollars to
relicense their dams and meet several
dozen new, stringent environmental re-
quirements. One of those dams is the
Cushman Dam owned by the city of Ta-
koma, Washington.

This dam generates enough power to
light 25,000 homes for a year. The pre-
vious administration would not let the
city relicense its dam unless it met
several dozen new environmental re-
quirements that will cost tens of mil-
lions of dollars. That city is now fight-
ing in court for the very survival of the
primary power source.
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In Utah and Arizona, Lake Powell
produces tremendous amounts of clean
hydropower. Yet, extreme environ-
mental groups like the Sierra Club are
advocating working toward decommis-
sioning the dam and draining the lake,
all to let a river run through it. Yet, to
make up for the lost electricity, it
would take at least five coal-fired gen-
erating plants.

Sometimes we are not too smart on
how we approach complex problems.
Hydropower is clean and renewable,
and we must do more, not less, in that
area. We need to maximize power gen-
eration of Federal Bureau of Reclama-
tion dams, even as the previous admin-
istration put regulations in place that
placed power generation at the very
bottom of a long list of other prior-
ities.

The Bush energy plan calls for open-
ing a small percentage of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge for oil explo-
ration and development. I totally sup-
port it.

Despite the doomsday slick commer-
cials one sees on TV by some groups, I
know it can be done in an environ-
mentally sensitive manner. The vast
majority of the refuge would remain off
limits to oil production.

Current estimates suggest the oil we
can gently distract from ANWR would
replace Iraqi oil imports for the next 58
years. That is not just a 6 months of
oil, as some special interest groups
would have us believe. We are talking
about replacing the oil we receive from
one of the most hostile foreign govern-
ments.

Oil development on the coastal plain
of ANWR will only impact 2,000 acres of
19.6 million acres. It would provide an
estimated 735,000 well-paying jobs.

We have new technology to tap oil
and gas in a way that protects the Arc-
tic tundra and nearby wildlife.

ANWR is not only rich in oil but is
rich in natural gas.

Mr. Speaker, in October of 1996, then-
President Clinton announced that he
had created the Grand Staircase
Escalante National Monument, and
with one fell swoop of his mighty pen,
and without so much as a scintilla of
input from any elected official from
the State of Utah, locked up a million
acres of public lands from future coal
or energy development.

That is my home. I know a lot about
southern Utah. I have lived there all of
my life. I can tell my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, we locked up a trillion tons of
low-sulfur coal that could be used and
done in an environmentally sound way.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton had
made the statement when he an-
nounced it, he said ‘‘We can’t have
mines everywhere.’’ No. Mr. Clinton is
right. We cannot have mines just any-
where, just where it is there. Just like
Willy Sutton was quoted as saying,
when asked why he robbed so many
banks, he said ‘‘because that’s where
the money is’’. The reason we have
mines in places is because that is
where the ore is.

By locking up the Grand Staircase,
our Nation has lost a mammoth re-
serve of high-Btu, low-sulphur coal
that could power hundreds of cities in
this country for centuries to come. The
impact on the surface of the site would
be almost negligible.

In conclusion, let me just say the fu-
ture is bright. I know Americans know
how to handle a problem when they see
it coming, but they want somebody
who will give them some direction.
American people are bright, and they
are patriotic.

As President Bush and Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY said, we have got a plan
for you; we can make it work. I think
the American people will realize we all
have to sacrifice a little bit; but in the
long run, we will be better off. It is the
people who never have a plan, who are
asleep at the switch, who are the ones,
who have given us trouble at this time.

Now is the time for America to say
here is a good plan, let us get behind it,
and let us follow it.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, let me
tell my colleagues, in my opinion, the
biggest problem we have got out there
is not so much the immediate energy
crisis that we now face, it is the fact of
our dependency upon foreign countries
for our energy needs.

Right now, today, as we speak, 60
percent of our energy requirements
come from foreign countries. We can-
not afford for the future of this coun-
try, for future generations, for plan-
ning the future progress of this coun-
try to continue to increase our depend-
ency or, in fact, to continue to have
our dependency at a 60 percent rate. It
puts this country in high danger of en-
ergy espionage or energy blackmail.

We cannot continue that path of
going down that direction because the
direction or the result of where that
leads us is not good for future genera-
tions.

There are two separate ways, two
methods to address our dependency on
foreign oil. One of those methods, of
course, as we have heard from the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), the
previous speaker, is more exploration.
We have got to find more of our own
energy resources.

But the second one, and this was
highlighted today and it has been high-

lighted again and again and again, is
conservation. Conservation is some-
thing that everybody in America can
practice this minute, this hour.

Those of us on this floor, those of us
across this country, as we hear these
comments, we can begin to conserve
energy. We can begin to become less
dependent on foreign oil by exercising
a little individual responsibility our-
selves.

I will give my colleagues an example.
Right now our latest census, I think,
showed our population at about 282
million people. Can one imagine how
much energy we would save if 282 mil-
lion people that were using lights
turned off the light as they left the
room. Think of the instant savings in
electricity.

If we had 282 million people who com-
bined trips to the grocery store every
week, every Sunday, if these 282 mil-
lion people took a look and said, all
right, we ought to have our groceries.
Here is what we need this week. Let us
go to the grocery store once instead of
three times, or let us go twice instead
of three times.

Now, obviously we do not have a
clear factor of 282 million people be-
cause we have young people and there
are people that do not drive, et cetera.
But my colleagues understand the
point.

Imagine how much water we could
save, how much energy on water heat-
ers we could save if, instead of running
the garbage disposal with hot water,
we ran our garbage disposal with cold
water, if these millions and millions of
people ran that garbage disposal for 20
seconds, which really in most cases is
adequate to dispose of the garbage that
one has, instead of continuing to allow
the water and the electricity gener-
ating, running the garbage disposal to
run for 60 seconds or 70 seconds.

We can conserve as the citizens of
this country. We can contribute to help
alleviate this problem. I have got a
couple of examples. Now I am not going
to go through all of these because I
have several of my colleagues that I
think have very important points to
offer. But there are some key conserva-
tion areas that I am asking those of
you who are hearing me, who are lis-
tening to go ahead and deploy yourself
this evening in your own home. Set an
example in your own home.

The best thing you can do when you
go home this evening, most of us use
ceiling fans for cooling in the summer.
In the summer, make sure your fans
are running in a clockwise direction.
Clockwise. Because that is what pulls
the cool air off the floor.

So when you go home this evening,
look at your ceiling fan. Most ceiling
fans will run both directions. I would
guess that many of you today, when
you go home, will find out that your
fan is actually going counter-clock-
wise. If you move it, simply one flick
of the switch to clockwise, you have
done something today to help conserve
energy in this country.
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Many of you own automobiles. I

would bet most of you who own an
automobile have not read your owner’s
manual; or maybe when you purchased
the car, in my particular case, several
years ago, you read the owner’s manual
then, but you have not looked at it
since.

Take a look at your local newspaper.
Your local quick lube. They say change
your oil every 3,000 miles. Do you know
what the experts say, that major auto-
mobile company that designed your
automobile, that were in charge of the
manufacture of your automobile? More
likely than not, you are not required to
change your oil every 3,000 miles. In
fact, if you look at your owner’s man-
ual tonight on your way home from
work, I will bet you it says in your
owner’s manual change the oil every
5,000 miles or every 6,000 miles.

Do you know that, if we could get
people to change their oil when the
owner’s manual tells them to change
their oil instead of changing their oil
when the marketing enterprises out
there, the quick lubes tell you to
change your oil, we could save a min-
imum, a minimum in this country of 11
million barrels of oil a day. We could
start today.

There are a number of different
things. Do you know how much energy
we could save if people simply closed
the refrigerator after they walked
away from it, if people shut off the air
conditioner when they were not going
to be home?

A lot of us want to help get this
country out of this problem. A lot of us
in our hearts, we do not have it in our
hearts to waste energy. We have it in
our heart to be good citizens, and good
citizens help conserve energy.

Let me just summarize it like this. I
have had a number of constituents who
have said to me, gosh, it is going to
take a while for us to get electrical
generation in place ready to go. It is
going to take a while for us to find ad-
ditional energy resources so that we
can lessen our dependency on foreign
oil. What can we do in the meantime?

Again, let me repeat to all of my col-
leagues, as we leave these Chambers,
we can help immediately by turning
out lights, by not changing that oil
every 3,000 miles, by making sure that
the direction of the ceiling fan is going
as it should go.

I myself this morning, as I walked
into my office, it is routine for me
when I get to my office to turn on all
the lights in my office. But for the first
2 hours I am in my own office in the
morning, I sit at one location in my of-
fice; and I read newspapers. I only need
one light. I do not need six lights. This
morning in my office, I only had one
light on, not six lights. The rest of my
colleagues can do that as well.

So my contribution to these com-
ments this afternoon is let us all con-
tribute today to conservation. That is
exactly what the Republican plan calls
for. That is exactly what our President
and our Vice President have said.

Again, we need two elements to less-
en our dependency on foreign oil. We
need to look for other energy re-
sources. There is no question about it.
We need to do it in an environmentally
clean and safe manner. But we also
need to conserve. If we combine those
two elements, this country will, I
think in a modest period of time, fairly
quickly move out of this energy crisis,
and we will be secure with energy for
the future generations. That is what is
critical.

f

ENERGY SHORTAGE MAY BE MOST
SERIOUS PROBLEM FACED IN
YEARS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BALLENGER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE-
TERSON) is recognized for 31 minutes,
the remainder of the leadership hour.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the problem facing this coun-
try, an energy shortage, may be the
most serious problem we have faced in
years. The California brownouts are
only a symptom of a huge energy
shortage that is prevalent in this coun-
try.

Ten dollar oil and a dollar per gallon
gas lulled this country into a comfort
zone that all is well with energy avail-
ability.

The Clinton-Gore administration, un-
fortunately, had no energy policy. The
Clinton-Gore administration sold that
conservation, and conservation is ap-
propriate, and renewables would gradu-
ally replace fossil fuels. Yet, they sup-
ported new difficult regulations that
made it almost impossible to realize
this hydro, the most prevalent of re-
newables.

The Clinton-Gore administration sold
that conservation renewables would
gradually replace fossil fuels. Yet their
regulations and policies did not sup-
port the relicensing of hydro, the most
prevalent renewable source. They cer-
tainly did not propose the renewal or
to make it easy to renew the operating
license of existing safe nuclear plants.
In fact, in reality, the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration started phasing out fossil
fuel production before there was a re-
placement available.

So today we have a shortage of al-
most all kinds of energy. When one
looks at how we make electricity
today, 52 percent of our electricity
comes from coal; 20 percent comes
from nuclear, but most of those plants
need to be relicensed and many felt it
would be unable to relicense them in
the last administration; 7 percent
comes from hydro, and many feel it is
going to be very difficult under the last
administration’s rules and regulations
to relicense hydro, the most available
renewable energy we have and the
cleanest. Natural gas currently powers
16 percent of electric generation; oil, 3
percent; other renewables, 2 percent.

Now, we need to continue on the
other renewables. We need to continue

with solar and wind and geothermal.
But if we double it, it will only produce
4 percent of our electricity. If we triple
it, it will only produce 6 percent of our
electricity.
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In the next 20 years America’s de-
mand for oil will increase by 33 percent
according to the Energy Information
Institute. We are increasingly depend-
ent, as we have already heard, on for-
eign governments for our oil. Back in
1973, when we were in crisis, we im-
ported just 36 percent of our oil from
overseas. Today we are somewhere be-
tween 58 and 60 percent. The number of
U.S. refineries has been cut in half
since 1980. A few have expanded, but no
new ones have been built.

Then we come to natural gas. Con-
sumer prices for natural gas have
spiked this year. Home heating costs
have doubled. I know industries who
use a lot of gas who had their rates
double, triple, and quadruple. Amer-
ica’s demand for natural gas is ex-
pected to rise even more dramatically
than oil. According to the Department
of Energy, by the year 2020 we will con-
sume 62 percent more natural gas than
we do today.

In fact, one of my fears, one of my
personal fears that I have been observ-
ing for the last couple of years is the
amount of gas we have allocated to
generation, because it is the quickest
to build and it is the cleanest fuel we
can burn to make electricity. The
amount we have allocated to genera-
tion is greater than the amount that is
being predicted to come into the sys-
tem.

What happens when we use more than
we have? The prices are going to esca-
late. It is the one fuel that worries me
because it is what most American sen-
iors use to heat their homes. It is what
most American businesses have as the
fuel that runs their business. Our hos-
pitals and our schools and our univer-
sities, most of them use natural gas. If
natural gas prices spike excessively
again this year, we will have a huge
heavy load placed on business, we will
harm the economy, and we will force
seniors to not be able to live in their
homes.

Right now an estimated 40 percent of
potential gas supplies in the United
States are on Federal lands that are ei-
ther closed to exploration or limited by
severe restrictions. When we look at
the map, the whole California coastline
is closed, the whole eastern coastline of
this country is closed, all of the area
around Florida is closed; and yet other
countries drill all around their shore-
lines and use natural gas as their heat.
I guess Norway is one of the best at it.

Even if we find supplies of gas, mov-
ing it to market will require an addi-
tional 38,000 miles of pipeline and
255,000 miles of transmission line at
huge costs.

Electricity, hydroelectric power gen-
eration, as I said earlier, is expected to
fall sharply because of relicensing.
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Coal has historically been America’s
one source for affordable electricity. It
currently powers half of America’s
electricity generators. Our Nation has
enough coal to keep those plants run-
ning for 250 years. In fact, we have 40
percent of the world’s coal, and we
have 2 percent of the world’s oil. It
seems to me that coal should not be in
a phase-out mode, as it has been with
the past administration. We must use
clean coal technologies to ensure this
country’s future for energy in the fu-
ture.

Coal generators have already been re-
quired to make broad reductions in
emissions. The Bush administration
supports these efforts and will back it
up with greater incentives for invest-
ments in clean coal technology. Presi-
dent Bush made the right decision not
to impose new Federal mandates on the
emissions of carbon dioxide. That is
the same gas we breathe out when we
breathe. There are those who have
criticized him for that. If he had al-
lowed those regulations to come into
place, coal use in this country would
have come to a screeching stop because
there is no replacement for it.

If America is to continue to have re-
liable electricity over the next 20
years, coal must play a continued role.
If coal does not play a major role, from
my point of view, this country will
have very high energy prices and this
country will face an economic reces-
sion. Nuclear power and hydroelectric
face uncertain futures due to past poli-
cies. Hopefully, they will not under
this new administration.

I am encouraged by the recommenda-
tion of the energy plan to increase our
domestic energy supply by utilizing
our public lands in a reasonable man-
ner. Our Nation’s public lands could
and should play a role in sustainable
energy policy. Thanks to so many new
incredible developments in energy re-
search, exploration and technology
over the last 20 years, we can con-
fidently explore for oil and gas and coal
on our public lands in an environ-
mentally-sound manner without leav-
ing anything other than a small foot-
print.

The Federal Government owns one-
third of this country; yet there are
those who are opposed to use of public
lands for energy production. One-third
of America is owned by the Federal
Government, and when we add State
and local governments, somewhere be-
tween 45 and 50 percent of this country
is owned by government. If all that
land is going to be locked up to re-
source use, this country does not have
an economic future.

Yes, ANWR is one of the areas where
there is lots of discussion. The Energy
Department says the coastal plain of
ANWR is the largest unexplored poten-
tially productive onshore basin for oil
and gas in the United States. ANWR
could contain enough oil to offset all
Iraq imports for the next 46 years. Oil
production in Alaska’s Arctic occurs
under the world’s best environmental

standards. Many of the countries we
rely on for oil have little or no environ-
mental regulations.

Oil development is strongly sup-
ported by the Eskimo people who actu-
ally live on the north slope of Alaska
and by 75 percent of all Alaskans. Ex-
ploration would be done using 21st cen-
tury technology, supercomputers, ice
roads that melt in the spring, and di-
rectional drilling. Only 3 square miles
of the coastal plain of the 30,600 square
miles of ANWR would be affected. Only
3 square miles. That would leave 30,597
square miles untouched.

I certainly think for the future of
this country, having a strong energy
source, and none of these are a silver
bullet, none of these solve the problem;
but we need them all. It is the equiva-
lent of building an airport one-fifth the
size of Dulles in the State of South
Carolina. The caribou herd in and near
the Prudhoe Bay oil field is five times
larger than when development began.
All other wildlife species are healthy,
no endangered species. Contrary to the
myth the environmental extremists
created, there is no north slope oil
being exported. None has been since
May 2000. When it was exported, no
more than 5 percent was sold abroad.
This is less than exported by the West
Coast of the United States.

We barely think about the plight of
the American farmer, but agriculture
is paying huge costs because of energy.
The cost of fertilizer has risen. In fact,
some fertilizer plants have actually
gone out of business. Some fertilizer
plants sold their gas this year because
they could make more money in selling
the gas than producing the fertilizer.

We have not built a refinery in this
country since 1976. In fact, 36 U.S. re-
fineries have closed since 1992. We have
not built a nuclear reactor in 20 years.
California has not built a power plant
of any sort in 10 years. According to
Edison Electric Institute, our invest-
ment in our electricity infrastructure
has dropped 15 percent since 1990; yet
use of that system has jumped 400 per-
cent in just the last 4 years. Most of
the new plants built in this country are
being fueled by natural gas, but we
need to have the natural gas to run
them.

The future of America depends on an
energy policy. I have strong faith in
the Bush administration and their pro-
posal to take us where we need to be.
There should be debate. Conservation
should lead the road. We all need to get
into the conservation business. We
must use our energy wisely, but we
must have a strong source of energy so
that we have choices and people have
options.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back my time.
f

ENERGY CRISIS IN CALIFORNIA
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT) is recognized for the remainder
of the leadership hour, 21 minutes.

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Speaker, I am
obviously from California, and I would
like to talk about some of the problems
that we have in California. They are
obviously well publicized. Some of the
things people talk about are true, and
certainly some things are not true.

First, I would like to congratulate
my home State of California. No State
uses less electricity per capita than the
people in the State of California. I
think many people may find that as a
surprise, but that is the truth. No
State uses less electricity per capita
than the State of California.

No State uses more renewable energy
than any State other than California.
California has been a leader on wind.
Right in my own county, Riverside
County, in the Banning Pass, if any of
my colleagues have been to Palm
Springs, they can drive down the I–10
freeway and see row upon row upon row
of wind machines that supply needed
peaking electricity to Southern Cali-
fornia.

No State uses more solar power than
the State of California. We have really
invested a significant amount of money
in California into solar research and
the utilization of solar power.

No State uses more geothermal than
the State of California. Really, the geo-
thermal industry started in Imperial
County, California. If my colleagues go
down into Imperial County near the
Salton Sea in the beautiful State of
California, they can see these huge geo-
thermal plants that were developed to
produce electricity.

All of that in California. People in
California doing the best they can to
conserve electricity, to use renewable
energy in California. But today we
know that that is still not enough.

Now, there have been reports that
California has not built a power plant
in 10 years. That is not true. I do not
want to correct some of my friends, but
we have built power plants in Cali-
fornia in the last 10 years. Not large
power plants. Certainly there have
been power plants built outside of Cali-
fornia that import power into Cali-
fornia.

I congratulate Los Angeles, the De-
partment of Water and Power, who gets
a significant amount of their elec-
tricity, the City of Los Angeles, a sig-
nificant amount of their electricity
from the State of Utah using coal, the
clean coal that the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) talked about. And I
congratulate Mayor Riordan who now
is in negotiation with the people in
Utah to develop additional plants, one
plant that was discussed as large as
3,500 megawatts in the State of Utah,
to transmit power into Los Angeles for
future demand. That is necessary along
with plants being built in California.

Certainly natural gas has been talked
about. It is the preferred fuel source in
California. But we have a problem in
California, in not being able to get
enough gas into the State of California
because of all of these gas turbine
plants that are being built. There have
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been a lot built of late and a lot more
coming online. And we are happy to
have them, but we do not have enough
natural gas distribution coming into
the State of California, which is adding
to the increased price of natural gas
within our State. So we have an infra-
structure problem, not just with gas
pipelines coming into California, but
with the infrastructure around refin-
eries. Refineries have been talked
about. We have far less refining capa-
bility in California than we used to
have.

California is well known because we
have a lot of people, 35 million people.
We certainly have a significant number
of them living in the L.A. Basin and we
have air quality issues. We have done a
great job of cleaning up the air in Los
Angeles. Doing that we have come up
with our own fuel standards in Cali-
fornia. We have lower sulfur than any
other State in the Union, 15 parts per
million or less in gasoline. California
was the first State to do that. The U.S.
EPA has now required the rest of the
States to meet that standard, but Cali-
fornia did it first.

Now, one of the unintended con-
sequences of that is many of the refin-
eries did not have enough capital so
they went out of business rather than
spending the money to upgrade that re-
finery to meet the new environmental
standard. That was an unintended con-
sequence. We do not have enough refin-
eries, so even if we have additional oil,
or the price of oil goes down, we cannot
get enough petroleum products
through a limited number of refineries.
So we need to get incentives to build
additional refineries to build the clean
type of gasoline we need in California
and throughout the country.

By the way, one of the problems my
people in California, the people that
drive every day have in California, is
we have a stranded market in essence
on gasoline because we have a different
kind of gas standard than any other
State in the Union. So we cannot im-
port gasoline from anywhere. We have
to produce all the gasoline that we
make in our State for our drivers.

With respect to the Speaker, I will
not get into the issue of oxidates
today, but nevertheless to say that we
in California will always produce clean
gasoline; but we want to make sure we
produce it economically and at the best
cost available to the people of the
State of California.

We do have a crisis in California. We
have a crisis throughout this country
on energy, and I am so pleased that we
now have a President who will address
it and a Vice President who took upon
himself the time, and certainly in this
last 100 days there have been a lot of
pressures on this new administration,
to recognize this problem that has been
neglected for too long.

b 1645

Now as we proceed with a long-term
solution, and we did not get here over-

night, certainly in California’s case it
took many years to get to the point
that we are at today, but we finally
will see a solution to the problem. I say
to my friends and constituents, be pa-
tient. I know it is difficult. I filled up
my car last week and it cost $35. No
one should tolerate blackouts and
these kinds of cost increases, but we
have done it to ourselves. But we can
get out of it because we have a policy
that in the next number of years will
bring us down the road to better en-
ergy independence, both with elec-
tricity and fuel.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time for my colleagues.

f

PRESIDENT BUSH’S ENERGY
POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) is
recognized for the remainder of the
leadership hour, 14 minutes.

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Speaker, I
would like to talk about the energy
policy released today by the adminis-
tration.

Madam Speaker, for the last several
years we have had a strong economy,
primarily because we have had afford-
able and reliable sources of energy; but
now we are in an energy crisis which
threatens our economic future and our
national security.

The President and Vice President
have come together and put together a
plan, and today they released their na-
tional energy policy, which I would en-
courage every Member and every indi-
vidual in America to get a copy of and
read it through. It is a comprehensive
plan. The President recognizes the
problem. He is concerned about the ef-
fects that high energy prices, both in
gasoline and in electricity, will have
on the American people and on our
economy. We have a bold, new ap-
proach to addressing the energy policy
in this country.

We need reliable, affordable, and
clean energy increases. We need im-
proved infrastructure. We cannot meet
tomorrow’s challenges with yesterday’s
technologies. We need new tech-
nologies to meet the demands. Some
people will say those technologies are
not here yet. I will say, Madam Speak-
er, that Americans are second to none
in their ability to solve problems when
they set their minds to it. We are the
most technologically advanced Nation
on Earth. If we set our minds to solving
a problem, we can do it.

The President’s leadership comes at a
very critical time, but we must act
now if we are going to have a com-
prehensive plan to address the energy
crisis which will be with us for several
years if we do not act. If anyone ques-
tions whether there is a serious energy
shortage in this country, let me just
give a few statistics.

Over the next 20 years, U.S. oil con-
sumption will rise by 33 percent. Over
the next 20 years, U.S. natural gas con-
sumption will rise by over 50 percent.
Over the next 20 years, U.S. electricity
consumption will rise by 45 percent.
Since 1992, oil production is down 17
percent in this country, while con-
sumption is up 14 percent. In 1993, we
were reliant on foreign oil for 35 per-
cent of our demands. That was during
the oil crisis that we had in 1973.

We said at that time we needed to be-
come less dependent on foreign oil be-
cause our economy was subject to the
whims of those countries in OPEC. In-
stead of becoming less reliant on for-
eign oil, we are now nearly 60 percent
reliant on foreign oil for our oil needs.
The U.S. spends roughly $300 million a
day, or about $100 billion a year on for-
eign oil.

It is obvious that the demands for en-
ergy in the future are going to increase
in this country. So what have we done
in the way of supply? In 1990, U.S. jobs
in exploration and production of oil
and gas were 405,000 in the United
States. In 1999, 10 years later, U.S. jobs
in exploration and production of oil
and gas were 293,000, down 27 percent.
In 1990, in the United States, U.S. oil
rigs, we had 657 of them in the United
States. In the year 2000, working U.S.
oil rigs, 153; a 77 percent decline. Thir-
ty-six oil refineries have closed since
1992, and we have not built a new oil re-
finery since 1976.

The previous administration had no,
I repeat, had no long-term energy pol-
icy. It seems the energy policy of the
past administration was to shut down
exploration as we became more reliant
on foreign oil, to shut down refineries,
to shut down research on clean coal
and finding new sources of coal, to shut
down nuclear research. It seems that
you could sum up the past administra-
tion’s energy policy as the ‘‘Do not
worry, be happy,’’ energy policy.

As I said, we have in this country a
supply and demand problem, and that
is essentially what the energy crisis is,
a supply and demand problem.

Let me summarize what President
Bush’s energy plan does. It is 105 spe-
cific recommendations. Forty-two of
those recommendations are targeted at
conservation. Much has been said by
our opponents that the President does
not rely heavily enough on conserva-
tion. Forty-two of the recommenda-
tions are targeted at conservation; 35
recommendations are targeted at en-
ergy supply; 25 of the recommendations
are targeted at increased energy secu-
rity; 12 of the recommendations can be
done through executive order; 73 of the
recommendations are directives to
Federal agencies; 20 of the rec-
ommendations will require action by
this Congress.

Briefly, let me go through the major
portions of his recommendations.
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First, conservation. He wants to ex-

pand government support for programs
for conservation, improved energy effi-
ciency for appliances, improved con-
servation efforts in Federal buildings,
and support new fuel-efficient tech-
nology for vehicles, buses, transit and
other transportations.

In the area of renewable and alter-
native energies, he wants renewed
focus on renewable and alternative en-
ergy, reduced delays in geothermal
leasing processes, help for communities
that want to use renewable energy, so
that they can do so; extend and expand
wind and biomass tax credits; a new 15
percent tax credit for residential solar
energy. He wants to put $1.2 billion in
ANWR proceeds to renewable research,
a new tax credit for the purchase of
new hybrid or fuel cell vehicles, expand
research on hydrogen and fusion en-
ergy. It sounds to me like he has con-
centrated much of his effort on con-
servation and renewable and alter-
native energy sources.

In clean-coal technology, President
Bush wants to invest $2 billion over the
next 10 years in new clean-coal tech-
nologies.

In the area of oil and natural gas, he
wants to review the impediments to oil
and gas leasing on Federal lands; re-
view regulations on outer Continental
Shelf energy development; consider ad-
ditional leases in the national petro-
leum reserve in Alaska, and work with
Congress to look at the possibility of
leasing portions of ANWR which were
set aside specifically to look for new
energy sources, oil and gas, to work
with Congress to look at making some
leases in those areas of ANWR for oil
and gas exploration.

In the area of nuclear energy, he
wants to streamline the relicensing of
existing nuclear power plants. There
are many nuclear power plants that
will be up for relicensing in the near
future, which may not ask for reli-
censing because of the cost and time
delays necessary to relicense these
plants.

Madam Speaker, nuclear energy is
truly one of the cleanest and environ-
mentally friendly forms of energy that
we can have. With the technologies
that are being developed today at the
INEEL in Idaho and in Madam Speak-
er’s district in Chicago, they are devel-
oping technologies which are reducing
the amount of waste that comes from
nuclear power plants. If we continue
down this road, energy in the United
States will be produced, I believe,
largely by environmentally friendly
nuclear energy.

In the area of hydropower, the ad-
ministration recognizes the clean air
benefits of hydropower. It also has
some problems. It dams up rivers, and
that causes problems with fish, as we
are seeing in the Pacific Northwest.
But hydropower in the Pacific North-
west is very important. Eighty-one per-
cent of the Nation’s renewable elec-
tricity comes from hydropower. Hydro-
power supplies approximately 70 per-

cent of the electricity in the Pacific
Northwest. The administration sup-
ports reform of the relicensing process
for hydroplants.

Today in Idaho we have a series of
dams in the Hell’s Canyon complex
which have been there for some 30
years. I can understand the length of
time it would take to license a new
dam. If you have a free-flowing river
and you suggest putting a dam in
there, you would do substantial envi-
ronmental studies to see the impacts
that dam would have on the environ-
ment and the species and so forth.
Those dams have been there for 30
years. We are trying to get them reli-
censed. Idaho Power is. It has taken
over 10 years to relicense those dams,
and millions and millions of dollars.
And the people that are going to pay
those dollars are the ratepayers. We
need to streamline this relicensing
process not only for dams but for
transmission lines, for transmission
pipelines, for oil and natural gas and
other things.

Some people will say that this policy
concentrates too much in one area and
not enough in another area. I will tell
you there are no silver bullets. We can-
not conserve our way out of this prob-
lem. We cannot find enough oil or nat-
ural gas to get ourselves out of this
problem. Nuclear power will not do it.
It takes a combination of all of the ef-
forts that we can bring to bear on this
problem.

Conservation, renewable new sources
of energy, new technologies, clean coal,
new exploration, and nuclear energy,
those are the things that are going to
be necessary if we are going to address
this energy crisis in the long term. And
if we do not address this energy crisis
in the long term, it will be back to
visit us again.

Madam Speaker, I am glad that we
have a President that recognizes the
importance of reliable, affordable en-
ergy and the impact that it has on our
economy, and I look forward to work-
ing with him to enact this policy.

f

CORRECTION OF PROCEEDINGS OF
MAY 16, 2001, PAGE H2247

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
speak out of order for 1 minute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY)
reserves the right to object.

Mr. FOLEY. I do, but I would like to
hear the pending request from the gen-
tlewoman.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the Chairman very much.

First, let me thank the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS),
they know that I tried to get an
amendment in dealing with the human
rights violations of Ethiopia. All I ex-

pect to do today is to indicate that
thousands of students have been de-
tained and they have been released,
but——

Mr. FOLEY. I object.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY)
objects.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
business in the district.

Mr. GANSKE (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of trav-
eling with the President.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BENTSEN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LAMPSON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BENTSEN, for 5 minutes, today.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, May 21,
2001, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-
bates.

f

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend
the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.
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has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 107th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

Honorable BILL SHUSTER, Ninth
Pennsylvania.

OATH FOR ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED
INFORMATION

Under clause 13 of rule XXIII, the fol-
lowing Members executed the oath for
access to classified information:

Neil Abercrombie, Anı́bal Acevedo-Vilá,
Gary L. Ackerman, Robert B. Aderholt, W.
Todd Akin, Thomas H. Allen, Robert E. An-
drews, Richard K. Armey, Joe Baca, Spencer
Bachus, Brian Baird, Richard H. Baker, John
Elias E. Baldacci, Tammy Baldwin, Cass
Ballenger, James A. Barcia, Bob Barr, Ros-
coe G. Bartlett, Joe Barton, Charles F. Bass,
Ken Bentsen, Doug Bereuter, Shelley Berk-
ley, Howard L. Berman, Marion Berry, Judy
Biggert, Michael Bilirakis, Sanford D.
Bishop, Jr., Rod R. Blagojevich, Earl
Blumenauer, Roy Blunt, Sherwood L. Boeh-
lert, John A. Boehner, Henry Bonilla, David
E. Bonior, Mary Bono, Robert A. Borski,
Leonard L. Boswell, Rick Boucher, Allen
Boyd, Kevin Brady, Robert A. Brady, Corrine
Brown, Sherrod Brown, Henry E. Brown, Jr.,
Ed Bryant, Richard Burr, Dan Burton, Steve
Buyer, Sonny Callahan, Ken Calvert, Dave
Camp, Chris Cannon, Eric Cantor, Shelley
Moore Capito, Lois Capps, Michael E.
Capuano, Benjamin L. Cardin, Brad Carson,
Julia Carson, Michael N. Castle, Steve
Chabot, Saxby Chambliss, Donna M.
Christensen, Wm. Lacy Clay, Eva M. Clay-
ton, Bob Clement, James E. Clyburn, Howard
Coble, Mac Collins, Larry Combest, Gary A.
Condit, John Cooksey, Jerry F. Costello,
Christopher Cox, William J. Coyne, Robert
E. (Bud) Cramer, Jr., Philip M. Crane, Ander
Crenshaw, Joseph Crowley, Barbara Cubin,
John Abney Culberson, Elijah E. Cummings,
Randy ‘‘Duke’’ Cunningham, Danny K.
Davis, Jim Davis, Jo Ann Davis, Susan A.
Davis, Thomas M. Davis, Nathan Deal, Peter
A. DeFazio, Diana DeGette, William D.
Delahunt, Rosa L. DeLauro, Tom DeLay,
Jim DeMint, Peter Deutsch, Lincoln Diaz-
Balart, Norman D. Dicks, John D. Dingell,
Lloyd Doggett, Calvin M. Dooley, John T.
Doolittle, Michael F. Doyle, David Dreier,
John J. Duncan, Jr., Jennifer Dunn, Chet Ed-
wards, Vernon J. Ehlers, Robert L. Ehrlich,
Jr., Jo Ann Emerson, Eliot L. Engel, Phil
English, Anna G. Eshoo, Bob Etheridge, Lane
Evans, Terry Everett, Eni F.H.
Faleomavaega, Sam Farr, Chaka Fattah,
Mike Ferguson, Bob Filner, Jeff Flake, Ernie
Fletcher, Mark Foley, Harold E. Ford, Jr.,
Vito Fossella, Barney Frank, Rodney P.
Frelinghuysen, Martin Frost, Elton Gallegly,
Greg Ganske, George W. Gekas, Richard A.
Gephardt, Jim Gibbons, Wayne T. Gilchrest,
Paul E. Gillmor, Benjamin A. Gilman,
Charles A. Gonzalez, Virgil H. Goode, Jr.,
Bob Goodlatte, Bart Gordon, Porter J. Goss,
Lindsey O. Graham, Kay Granger, Sam
Graves, Gene Green, Mark Green, James C.
Greenwood, Felix J. Grucci, Jr., Gil Gut-
knecht, Ralph M. Hall, Tony P. Hall, James
V. Hansen, Jane Harman, Melissa A. Hart, J.
Dennis Hastert, Alcee L. Hastings, Doc
Hastings, Robin Hayes, J. D. Hayworth, Joel
Hefley, Wally Herger, Baron P. Hill, Van
Hilleary, Earl F. Hilliard, Maurice D. Hin-
chey, David L. Hobson, Joseph M. Hoeffel,
Peter Hoekstra, Tim Holden, Rush D. Holt,
Michael M. Honda, Darlene Hooley, Stephen
Horn, John N. Hostettler, Amo Houghton,
Steny H. Hoyer, Kenny C. Hulshof, Duncan
Hunter, Asa Hutchinson, Henry J. Hyde, Jay

Inslee, Johnny Isakson, Steve Israel, Darrell
E. Issa, Ernest J. Istook, Jr., Jesse L. Jack-
son, Jr., Sheila Jackson-Lee, William J. Jef-
ferson, William L. Jenkins, Christopher
John, Eddie Bernice Johnson, Nancy L.
Johnson, Sam Johnson, Timothy V. Johnson,
Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Walter B. Jones,
Paul E. Kanjorski, Marcy Kaptur, Ric Keller,
Sue W. Kelly, Mark R. Kennedy, Patrick J.
Kennedy, Brian D. Kerns, Dale E. Kildee,
Carolyn C. Kilpatrick, Ron Kind, Peter T.
King, Jack Kingston, Mark Steven Kirk,
Gerald D. Kleczka, Joe Knollenberg, Jim
Kolbe, Dennis J. Kucinich, John J. LaFalce,
Ray LaHood, Nick Lampson, James R.
Langevin, Tom Lantos, Steve Largent, Rick
Larsen, John B. Larson, Tom Latham, Ste-
ven C. LaTourette, James A. Leach, Barbara
Lee, Sander M. Levin, Jerry Lewis, John
Lewis, Ron Lewis, John Linder, William O.
Lipinski, Frank A. LoBiondo, Zoe Lofgren,
Nita M. Lowey, Frank D. Lucas, Ken Lucas,
Bill Luther, Carolyn B. Maloney, James H.
Maloney, Donald A. Manzullo, Edward J.
Markey, Frank Mascara, Jim Matheson,
Robert T. Matsui, Carolyn McCarthy, Karen
McCarthy, Betty McCollum, Jim McCrery,
John McHugh, Scott McInnis, Mike McIn-
tyre, Howard P. McKeon, Cynthia A. McKin-
ney, Michael R. McNulty, Martin T. Meehan,
Carrie P. Meek, Gregory W. Meeks, Robert
Menendez, John L. Mica, Juanita Millender-
McDonald, Dan Miller, Gary G. Miller, Patsy
T. Mink, John Joseph Moakley, Alan B. Mol-
lohan, Dennis Moore, James P. Moran, Jerry
Moran, Constance A. Morella, John P. Mur-
tha, Sue Wilkins Myrick, Jerrold Nadler,
Grace F. Napolitano, Richard E. Neal,
George R. Nethercutt, Jr., Robert W. Ney,
Anne M. Northup, Eleanor Holmes Norton,
Charlie Norwood, Jim Nussle, James L. Ober-
star, David R. Obey, John W. Olver, Solomon
P. Ortiz, Tom Osborne, Doug Ose, C.L. Otter,
Major R. Owens, Michael G. Oxley, Frank
Pallone, Jr., Bill Pascrell, Jr., Ed Pastor,
Ron Paul, Nancy Pelosi, Mike Pence, Collin
C. Peterson, John E. Peterson, Thomas E.
Petri, David D. Phelps, Charles W. Pickering,
Joseph R. Pitts, Todd Russell Platts, Rich-
ard W. Pombo, Earl Pomeroy, Rob Portman,
David E. Price, Deborah Pryce, Adam H.
Putnam, Jack Quinn, George Radanovich,
Nick J. Rahall, II, Jim Ramstad, Charles B.
Rangel, Ralph Regula, Dennis R. Rehberg,
Silvestre Reyes, Thomas M. Reynolds, Bob
Riley, Lynn N. Rivers, Ciro D. Rodriguez,
Tim Roemer, Harold Rogers, Mike Rogers,
Dana Rohrabacher, Ileana Ros-Lehtinen,
Mike Ross, Steven R. Rothman, Marge Rou-
kema, Edward R. Royce, Bobby L. Rush,
Paul Ryan, Jim Ryun, Martin Olav Sabo, Lo-
retta Sanchez, Bernard Sanders, Max
Sandlin, Tom Sawyer, Jim Saxton, Joe Scar-
borough, Bob Schaffer, Janice D.
Schakowsky, Adam B. Schiff, Edward L.
Schrock, Robert C. Scott, F. James Sensen-
brenner, Jr., José E. Serrano, Pete Sessions,
John B. Shadegg, E. Clay Shaw, Jr., Chris-
topher Shays, Brad Sherman, Don Sherwood,
John Shimkus, Ronnie Shows, Rob Sim-
mons, Michael K. Simpson, Norman Sisisky,
Joe Skeen, Ike Skelton, Louise McIntosh
Slaughter, Adam Smith, Christopher H.
Smith, Lamar S. Smith, Nick Smith, Vic
Snyder, Mark E. Souder, Floyd Spence, John
N. Spratt, Jr., Cliff Stearns, Charles W. Sten-
holm, Ted Strickland, Bob Stump, Bart Stu-
pak, John E. Sununu, John E. Sweeney,
Thomas G. Tancredo, John S. Tanner, Ellen
O. Tauscher, W.J. (Billy) Tauzin, Charles H.
Taylor, Gene Taylor, Lee Terry, William M.
Thomas, Bennie G. Thompson, Mike Thomp-
son, Mac Thornberry, John R. Thune, Karen
L. Thurman, Todd Tiahrt, Patrick J. Tiberi,
John F. Tierney, Patrick J. Toomey, James
A. Traficant, Jr., Jim Turner, Mark Udall,
Robert A. Underwood, Fred Upton, Nydia M.
Velázquez, Peter J. Visclosky, David Vitter,

Greg Walden, James T. Walsh, Zach Wamp,
Maxine Waters, Wes Watkins, Melvin L.
Watt, J.C. Watts, Jr., Henry A. Waxman, An-
thony D. Weiner, Curt Weldon, Dave Weldon,
Jerry Weller, Robert Wexler, Ed Whitfield,
Roger F. Wicker, Heather Wilson, Frank R.
Wolf, Lynn C. Woolsey, Albert Russell Wynn,
C.W. Bill Young, Don Young.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1965. A letter from the the Director, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting the cumulative report on rescissions
and deferrals of budget authority as of May
1, 2001, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e); (H. Doc.
No. 107–72); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

1966. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United
States, transmitting a report involving U.S.
exports to Venezuela, pursuant to 12 U.S.C.
635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

1967. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–7320] received May 15,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

1968. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–D–7503] received May 15,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

1969. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program (NFIP); Let-
ter of Map Revision and Letter of Map Revi-
sion Based on Fill Requests (RIN: 3067–AD13)
received May 15, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

1970. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7761] received May 15, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

1971. A letter from the Acting Chairman,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting notification that the Adminis-
tration is establishing and adjusting sched-
ules of compensation; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

1972. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Runaway and Homeless Youth
Program (RIN: 0970–AC04) received May 15,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

1973. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Final Effective Date Modi-
fication for the Determination of Nonattain-
ment as of November 15, 1996, and Reclassi-
fication of the St. Louis Ozone Nonattain-
ment Area; States of Missouri and Illinois
[FRL–6980–7] received May 11, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1974. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
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of Implementation Plans; State of Missouri
[MO 121–1121; FRL–6980–8] received May 11,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1975. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Dela-
ware; Nitrogen Oxides Budget Trading Pro-
gram [DE 054–1031a; FRL–6981–4] received
May 11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1976. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Determination of Attain-
ment of the NAAQS for PM–10 in the
Weirton, West Virginia Nonattainment Area
[WV057–6016; FRL–6979–8] received May 11,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1977. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting presidential cer-
tification and a memorandum of justifica-
tion to permit U.S. contributions to the
International Fund for Ireland with FY 2000
and 2001 Funds; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

1978. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Office of Acquisition Policy,
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Federal
Acquisition Regulation; Electronic and In-
formation Technology Accessibility [FAC 97–
27; FAR Case 1999–607] (RIN: 9000–AI69) re-
ceived May 1, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

1979. A letter from the Director, Selective
Service System, transmitting the Perform-
ance Measurement Plan for FY 2002; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

1980. A letter from the Director, Selective
Service System, transmitting the FY 2000
Performance Report; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

1981. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the administration of
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972,
pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1373(f); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

1982. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—North Dakota Regulatory Program
[ND–040–FOR; North Dakota State Program
Amendment XXIX] received May 14, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

1983. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Final 2001 Specifications for the At-
lantic Bluefish Fishery; Regulatory Amend-
ment [Docket No. 010208032–1109–02; I.D.
121200L] (RIN: 0648–AM47) received May 14,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

1984. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, NMFS, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Spiny Dogfish Fishery; 2001 Speci-
fications [Docket No. 010319071–1103–02; I.D.
030101H] (RIN: 0648–AN71) received May 10,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

1985. A letter from the Director, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, transmit-
ting notification that funding under title V
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and

Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, will
exceed $5 million for the response to the
emergency declared on January 24, 2001 as a
result of snow which severely impacted the
State of Wisconsin on December 11–31, 2000,
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5193; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1986. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Pratt and Whitney
PW4000 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No.
2001–NE–09; Amendment 39–12212; AD 2001–08–
52] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1987. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Dornier Model 328–300
Series Airplanes Equipped with Motive Flow
Check Valves Having Part Number 106–0007–
01 [Docket No. 2001–NM–45–AD; Amendment
39–12209; AD 2001–09–04] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived May 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1988. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A330
and A340 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–
NM–352–AD; Amendment 39–12214; AD 2001–
09–09] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1989. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft
Corporation Model S–76A Helicopters [Dock-
et No. 2000–SW–40–AD; Amendment 39–12216;
AD 94–14–20 R1] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
May 10, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1990. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 707 and
720 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–42–
AD; Amendment 39–12179; AD 2001–08–02]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1991. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Gulfstream Model G–
1159, G–1159A, G–1159B, G–IV and G–V Series
Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–83–AD;
Amendment 39–12191; AD 2001–08–13] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1992. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–8 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–275–AD; Amendment 39–12196; AD 2001–
08–19] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1993. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–8 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–274–AD; Amendment 39–12195; AD 2001–
08–18] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1994. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC–8 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–273–AD; Amendment 39–12194; AD 2001–
08–17] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1995. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A340 Se-
ries Airplanes Equipped with CFM Inter-
national CFM56–5C Engines [Docket No.
2000–NM–180–AD; Amendment 39–12189; AD
2001–08–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1996. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 777–200
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2001–NM–73–AD;
Amendment 39–12180; AD 2001–08–03] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

1997. A letter from the Regulations Officer,
FHA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Fed-
eral-Aid Project Agreement [FHWA Docket
No. 2000–7426] (RIN: 2125–AE77) received May
14, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

1998. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 757–200,
and –300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–124–AD; Amendment 39–12206; AD 2001–
09–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1999. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; JanAero Devices
14D11 and 23D04 Series Fuel Regulator and
Shutoff Valves [Docket No. 2001–CE–02–AD;
Amendment 39–12178; AD 2001–08–01] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2000. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 B4–
620, A310–203, A310–221, and A310–222 Series
Airplanes (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

2001. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; MD Helicopters Inc.
Model MD–900 Helicopters [Docket No. 2000–
SW–15–AD; Amendment 39–12175; AD 2001–07–
09] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 10, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2002. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Veterans Benefits
Administration, Department of Veterans’ Af-
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—U.S. Flags for Burials of Certain Mem-
bers of the Selected Reserve (RIN: 2900–AK56)
received May 15, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. GEKAS (for himself, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. KING, and Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN):

H.R. 1885. A bill to expand the class of
beneficiaries who may apply for adjustment
of status under section 245(i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act by extending the
deadline for classification petition and labor
certification filings, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COBLE:
H.R. 1886. A bill to amend title 35, United

States Code, to provide for appeals by third
parties in certain patent reexamination pro-
ceedings; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself, Mr.
TOM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. PLATTS,
and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii):

H.R. 1887. A bill to amend the Law Enforce-
ment Pay Equity Act of 2000 to permit cer-
tain annuitants of the retirement programs
of the United States Park Police and United
States Secret Service Uniformed Division to
receive the adjustments in pension benefits
to which such annuitants would otherwise be
entitled as a result of the conversion of
members of the United States Park Police
and United States Secret Service Uniformed
Division to a new salary schedule under the
amendments made by such Act; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 1888. A bill to eliminate corporate

welfare; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committees on
Resources, Agriculture, Energy and Com-
merce, Transportation and Infrastructure,
and the Budget, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BARCIA (for himself and Mr.
WU):

H.R. 1889. A bill to improve the utilization
of educational technologies in elementary
and secondary education by creating an edu-
cational technology extension service; to the
Committee on Science, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ISTOOK (for himself, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mrs. NORTHUP, and Mr. WICKER):

H.R. 1890. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to provide for inflation
adjustments to the mandatory jurisdiction
thresholds of the National Labor Relations
Board; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. BRYANT (for himself and Mr.
GORDON):

H.R. 1891. A bill to amend section 211 of the
Clean Air Act to eliminate the phase-in pe-
riod for the reduction of sulfur content in
diesel fuel; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr.
ISSA, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. CANNON,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Mr. LEWIS of California, and Mr.
CRANE):

H.R. 1892. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide for the ac-
ceptance of an affidavit of support from an-

other eligible sponsor if the original sponsor
has died and the Attorney General has deter-
mined for humanitarian reasons that the
original sponsor’s classification petition
should not be revoked; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. CLAYTON (for herself and Ms.
CARSON of Indiana):

H.R. 1893. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Education to conduct a study of the relative
value of General Equivalency Diplomas and a
review of policies and procedures to deter-
mine how the Department of Education can
better serve the Nation’s educational needs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. CLAYTON (for herself, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BEREUTER,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LEACH, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. OSBORNE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. BISHOP, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. HOUGHTON, and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida):

H.R. 1894. A bill to supplement current ac-
tivities in the exchange of agricultural and
farming expertise by establishing a grant
program to support bilateral exchange pro-
grams whereby African American and other
American farmers share technical knowledge
with African and Caribbean Basin farmers
regarding maximization of crop yields, use of
risk management tools, expansion of agricul-
tural trade, use of new financial instruments
to increase access to credit, and other ways
to improve farming methods, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture,
and in addition to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. COLLINS (for himself, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BLUNT,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. HORN, Mr. SHOWS,
and Mr. MILLER of Florida):

H.R. 1895. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish a 2-year recov-
ery period for depreciation of computers and
peripheral equipment used in manufacturing;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DOOLEY of California:
H.R. 1896. A bill to provide assistance to

States to expand and establish drug abuse
treatment programs to enable such programs
to provide services to individuals who volun-
tarily seek treatment for drug abuse; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mrs. BONO,
and Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York):

H.R. 1897. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act and the Internal Revenue
Code to help solve the worsening shortage of
registered nurses in hospitals and continuing
care settings, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. FLAKE:
H.R. 1898. A bill to amend the Arms Export

Control Act to update the export licensing
requirements under that Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. GILLMOR (for himself, Mr. BE-
REUTER, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, and Mr.
NEY):

H.R. 1899. A bill to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act with respect to munic-

ipal deposits; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself and
Mr. SCOTT):

H.R. 1900. A bill to amend the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
to provide quality prevention programs and
accountability programs relating to juvenile
delinquency, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. KIND:
H.R. 1901. A bill to modify the manner in

which the wage index adjustment to pay-
ments under the Medicare Program to hos-
pitals for inpatient hospital services is cal-
culated; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr.
FRANK):

H.R. 1902. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit forced over-
time hours for certain health care employees
who provide care to patients; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr.
LANTOS, and Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania):

H.R. 1903. A bill to establish a demonstra-
tion grant program to assist States in pro-
viding subsidies for group health insurance
premiums for low-income, Medicaid-eligible
individuals; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Ms. LOFGREN (for herself and Mr.
CANNON):

H.R. 1904. A bill to establish an Office of
Children’s Services within the Department of
Justice to coordinate and implement Gov-
ernment actions involving unaccompanied
alien children, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut:
H.R. 1905. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to assure access of Medi-
care beneficiaries to prescription drug cov-
erage through the NICE drug benefit pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii (for herself
and Mr. ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 1906. A bill to amend the Act that es-
tablished the Pu’uhonua O Honaunau Na-
tional Historical Park to expand the bound-
aries of that park; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mr.
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. BACA, Mr. BISHOP,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms. CARSON of
Indiana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CLAY,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FORD, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Ms. LEE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, and Mr.
WYNN):

H.R. 1907. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to require States to adopt and
enforce standards that prohibit the use of ra-
cial profiling in the enforcement of State
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laws regulating the use of Federal-aid high-
ways, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. NUSSLE (for himself, Mr. POM-
EROY, and Mr. RAMSTAD):

H.R. 1908. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the exemption
from tax for small property and casualty in-
surance companies; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. COYNE, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. STARK):

H.R. 1909. A bill to amend part B of title IV
of the Social Security Act to create a grant
program to promote joint activities among
Federal, State, and local public child welfare
and alcohol and drug abuse prevention and
treatment agencies; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAXTON:
H.R. 1910. A bill to deny Federal public

benefits to individuals who were participants
in Nazi persecution; to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committee
on Government Reform, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
LOBIONDO, and Mr. KING):

H.R. 1911. A bill to establish a demonstra-
tion project to provide for Medicare reim-
bursement for health care services provided
to certain Medicare-eligible veterans in se-
lected facilities of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committees on
Veterans’ Affairs, and Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SIMMONS:
H.R. 1912. A bill to amend the Individuals

with Disabilities Education Act to provide
full funding for assistance for education of
all children with disabilities; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. SKEEN:
H.R. 1913. A bill to require the valuation of

nontribal interest ownership of subsurface
rights within the boundaries of the Acoma
Indian Reservation, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for himself
and Ms. BALDWIN):

H.R. 1914. A bill to extend for 4 additional
months the period for which chapter 12 of
title 11 of the United States Code is reen-
acted; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:
H.R. 1915. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to suspend for six months
the 4.3 cent increase in motor fuel taxes en-
acted in 1993; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WAMP (for himself and Mr.
STUPAK):

H.R. 1916. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment, use, and enforcement of a con-
sistent and comprehensive system for label-
ing violent content in audio and visual
media products; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr.
FRANK, and Mr. WEXLER):

H.J. Res. 49. A joint resolution requiring a
study and report on reducing discriminatory
pricing of health services for the uninsured
to improve access to needed health care serv-
ices; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. SUNUNU (for himself, Mr.
BASS, Mr. BALDACCI, and Mr. ALLEN):

H. Con. Res. 137. Concurrent resolution
honoring the 129 sailors and civilians lost
aboard the U.S.S. Thresher on April 10, 1963,
and urging the Secretary of the Army to
erect a memorial to this tragedy in Arling-
ton National Cemetery; to the Committee on
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. OSE:
H. Con. Res. 138. Concurrent resolution

supporting the goals and ideas of National
Community Residential Care Month; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina:
H. Res. 144. A resolution expressing the

sense of the House of Representatives that
bonuses for managerial personnel of the
United States Postal Service should not be
awarded in any year in which the Postal
Service anticipates that it will operate at a
deficit or in which a general increase in post-
al rates has been requested, has gone into ef-
fect, or is likely to become effective; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 13: Mr. SHAW, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr.
HERGER.

H.R. 31: Mr. FLAKE.
H.R. 94: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 144: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 157: Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H.R. 168: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 192: Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 214: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 239: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.

LEACH, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. WELDON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. CAPPS, and
Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 296: Mr. BARRETT.
H.R. 300: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 326: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr.

STRICKLAND.
H.R. 396: Mr. MURTHA.
H.R. 425: Mr. FRANK.
H.R. 436: Mr. SCHIFF.
H.R. 460: Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 476: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 477: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. BONIOR, and

Mr. FERGUSON.
H.R. 518: Mr. HOBSON.
H.R. 526: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. MAS-

CARA.
H.R. 527: Mr. LINDER, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr.

BACHUS.
H.R. 572: Mr. WELDON of Florida and Mr.

SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 598: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H.R. 606: Mr. LARSEN of Washington and

Mr. ORTIZ.
H.R. 610: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois.
H.R. 638: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 677: Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 687: Mr. MURTHA.
H.R. 690: Mr. PALLONE.
H.R. 716: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi and

Mr. CANTOR.
H.R. 718: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
H.R. 746: Mr. GOODLATTE and Ms. CARSON of

Indiana.
H.R. 781: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.

CONDIT, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
SKELTON and Mr. LAFALCE.

H.R. 794: Mr. BARCIA, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
CRAMER, and Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 808: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. HONDA, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. EHRLICH, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. PLATTS, and Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 822: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 826: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.

MCHUGH, and Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 830: Mr. LARGENT, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,

Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mr. SCHROCK.
H.R. 848: Mr. COYNE, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms.

NORTON, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. TURNER, and Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California.

H.R. 876: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 902: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.

CANTOR, and Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 909: Mr. WATKINS.
H.R. 912: Ms. DUNN and Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 914: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 917: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 921: Mr. KOLBE and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 951: Mr. BAKER, Mr. CARSON of Okla-

homa, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SCHROCK,
Mrs. WILSON, Mr. OTTER, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
WOLF, and Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 968: Mr. KING, Mr. HONDA, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN, Mr. CAMP, and Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 975: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr.
SWEENEY.

H.R. 990: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. LATOURETTE, and Mr. KOLBE.

H.R. 1004: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida.

H.R. 1011: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. SKEEN, and
Mr. BALDACCI.

H.R. 1012: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. UPTON, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr.
PASCRELL.

H.R. 1013: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 1020: Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr.

JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. KENNEDY of Min-
nesota, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. HOEFFEL, and Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1041: Mr. PLATTS, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, and Mr. GREENWOOD.

H.R. 1052: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 1055: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1056: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1057: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1058: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1059: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1060: Ms. SANCHEZ, Mrs. CLAYTON, and

Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1061: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 1097: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 1102: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.

CHAMBLISS, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
NORWOOD, Mr. CALLAHAN, and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 1110: Mr. LARGENT and Mr. TURNER.
H.R. 1143: Mr. OLVER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.

MORAN of Virginia, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
and Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 1192: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 1198: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. MINK

of Hawaii, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
STARK, and Mr. WU.

H.R. 1214: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and
Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 1266: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
H.R. 1273: Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. ROGERS of Ken-

tucky, and Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 1296: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. REYES, Mr.

BENTSEN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mrs. MORELLA, and
Mr. JOHN.

H.R. 1304: Mr. RADANOVICH and Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 1305: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.

YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr. WHITFIELD.
H.R. 1329: Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1344: Mr. CAPUANO and Mr. THOMPSON

of California.
H.R. 1354: Mr. EVANS and Mrs. MINK of Ha-

waii.
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H.R. 1363: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
H.R. 1366: Mr. MCKEON, Mr. GALLEGLY, and

Mr. POMBO.
H.R. 1367: Mr. HAYES.
H.R. 1383: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GEORGE MIL-

LER of California, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. PUTNAM,
Mr. HONDA, Mrs. WILSON, Ms. PELOSI, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SMITH of Washington,
Mr. INSLEE, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. BACA,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. RANGEL,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. BAR-
RETT, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
MATSUI, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
SHERMAN, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SOLIS, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. BAIRD, and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 1411: Mr. RAMSTAD.
H.R. 1436: Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. FOLEY, Ms.

WOOSLEY, Mr. SAWYER, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. EVANS, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. STRICKLAND,
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. NORTON, Mrs. DAVIS of
California, Mr. KING, Ms. MCCOLLUM, and Mr.
BAIRD.

H.R. 1466: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. FOSSELLA, and
Mr. TIAHRT.

H.R. 1490: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr.
OLVER.

H.R. 1494: Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 1504: Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. FROST, and

Mr. KIRK.
H.R. 1506: Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 1507: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. MALONEY of Con-

necticut, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 1509: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Ms. RIV-
ERS.

H.R. 1536: Ms. HARMAN, Mr. CLEMENT, Ms.
SOLIS, and Mr. STRICKLAND.

H.R. 1581: Mr. CRANE, Mr. MICA, and Mr.
ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 1585: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. FROST, Mr.
CLYBURN, Ms. CARSON of Indiana and Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H.R. 1587: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILÁ,
Mr. COSTELLO, and Ms. HARMAN.

H.R. 1594: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 1596: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
KOLBE, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. SHOWS, and
Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 1598: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. GREENWOOD, and
Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 1600: Mr. CARDIN.
H.R. 1601: Mr. UDALL of Colorado and Mrs.

CUBIN.
H.R. 1605: Mrs. THURMAN and Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 1613: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.

SCHIFF, and Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 1620: Ms. HARMAN and Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 1621: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 1626: Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 1642: Mr. OWENS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,

Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
TIERNEY, Ms. RIVERS, and Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 1644: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. BARR of Georgia, and Mr. GOOD-
LATTE.

H.R. 1650: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.
H.R. 1663: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. FRANK, and

Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 1667: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr.

CONYERS.
H.R. 1690: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms.

BROWN of Florida, and Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 1699: Mr. BAKER, Mr. BROWN of South

Carolina, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
BARCIA, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr.
DICKS, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. HOSTETTLER,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MCINTYRE, and Mr. STU-
PAK.

H.R. 1707: Mr. RADANOVICH.
H.R. 1718: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.

MCNULTY, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. LEACH.

H.R. 1723: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
GRUCCI, Mr. DEUTSCH, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 1734: Mr. BOEHLERT and Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 1735: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. SHIMKUS.
H.R. 1760: Mr. FRANK and Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1765: Mr. BLUNT.
H.R. 1780: Mr. REHBERG, Mr. FRANK, Mr.

ENGLISH, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. KING,
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
MCNULTY, and Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 1804: Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 1806: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.

MCDERMOTT, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 1831: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. HALL of

Texas, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
UPTON, and Mr. LUTHER.

H.R. 1835: Ms. DUNN and Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 1842: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and

Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 1878: Mr. OBEY and Ms. BALDWIN.
H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. MOORE and Mr. HOLT.
H. Con. Res. 45: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr.

CROWLEY.
H. Con. Res. 56: Mr. PLATTS, Ms. HART, Mr.

REYES, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. GOODLATTE,
and Ms. CARSON of Indiana.

H. Con. Res. 109: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SPENCE,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. KING, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mr. GOODLATTE, and Ms. HARMAN.

H. Con. Res. 116: Mr. SMITH of Michigan
and Mr. BONIOR.

H. Con. Res. 135: Mr. WYNN and Mr.
LAMPSON.

H. Res. 97: Mr. NADLER.
H. Res. 114: Mr. WOLF, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.

SOUDER, Ms. GRANGER, and Mr. BUYER.
H. Res. 117: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr.

CAPUANO.
H. Res. 125: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. WYNN, Mr.

CUMMINGS, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H. Res. 139: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. FRANK,

Mr. OLVER, and Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
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SPECIAL ORDERS
MORNING-HOUR
DEBATE

On motion of Mr. Armey, by unanimous consent, Ordered, That on legislative days of
Monday and Tuesday during the first session of the 107th Congress—(1) the House
shall convene 90 minutes earlier than the time otherwise established by order of
the House solely for the purpose of conducting ‘‘Morning-Hour Debate’’ (except that
on Tuesdays after May 14, 2001, the House shall convene for that purpose one
hour earlier than the time otherwise established by order of the House); (2) the
time for morning-hour debate shall be limited to 30 minutes allocated to each party
(except that on Tuesdays after May 14, 2001, the time shall be limited to 25 minutes
allocated to each party and may not continue beyond 10 minutes before the hour
appointed for the resumption of the session of the House); and (3) the form of
proceeding to morning-hour debate shall be as follows: (a) the prayer by the Chaplain,
the approval of the Journal, and the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag shall be
postponed until resumption of the session of the House; (b) initial and subsequent
recognitions for debate shall alternate between the parties; (c) recognition shall be
conferred by the Speaker only pursuant to lists submitted by the Majority Leader
and the Minority Leader; (d) no Member may address the House for longer than
5 minutes (except the Majority Leader, the Minority Leader, or the Minority Whip);
and (e) following morning-hour debate, the Chair shall declare a recess pursuant
to clause 12 of rule I until the time appointed for the resumption of the session
of the House. (Agreed to Jan. 3, 2001.)

SPECIAL ORDER
SPEECHES

The format for recognition for morning-hour debate and restricted special order speeches,
which began on February 23, 1994, was reiterated on January 4, 1995, and was
supplemented on January 3, 2001, will continue to apply in the 107th Congress
as outlined below:
On Tuesdays, following legislative business, the Chair may recognize Members for
special-order speeches up to midnight, and such speeches may not extend beyond
midnight. On all other days of the week, the Chair may recognize Members for
special-order speeches up to four hours after the conclusion of five-minute special-
order speeches. Such speeches may not extend beyond the four-hour limit without
the permission of the Chair, which may be granted only with advance consultation
between the leaderships and notification to the House. However, at no time shall
the Chair recognize for any special-order speeches beyond midnight.
The Chair will first recognize Members for five-minute special-order speeches, alter-
nating initially and subsequently between the parties, regardless of the date the
order was granted by the House. The Chair will then recognize longer special-orders
speeches. A Member recognized for a five-minute special-order speech may not be
recognized for a longer special-order speech. The four-hour limitation will be divided
between the majority and minority parties. Each party is entitled to reserve its
first hour for respective leaderships or their designees. Recognition will alternate
initially and subsequently between the parties each day.
The allocation of time within each party’s two-hour period (or shorter period if pro-
rated to end by midnight) is to be determined by a list submitted to the Chair
by the respective leaderships. Members may not sign up with their leadership for
any special-order speeches earlier than one week prior to the special-order, and
additional guidelines may be established for such sign-ups by the respective leader-
ships.
Pursuant to clause 2(a) of rule V, the television cameras will not pan the Chamber,
but a ‘‘crawl indicating morning hour or that the House has completed its legislative
business and is proceeding with special-order speeches will appear on the screen.
Other television camera adaptations during this period may be announced by the
Chair.
The continuation of this format for recognition by the Speaker is without prejudice
to the Speaker’s ultimate power of recognition under clause 2 of rule XVII should
circumstances so warrant. (Agreed to Jan. 3, 2001.)

LEAVE TO
ADDRESS HOUSE

On motion of Mr. Paul, by unanimous consent, Ordered, That Mr. Burton of Indiana
be allowed to address the House for 5 minutes on May 17, 2001. (Agreed to May
10, 2001.)

LEAVE TO
ADDRESS HOUSE

On motion of Mr. Cox, by unanimous consent, Ordered, That Mr. Weldon of Florida
be allowed to address the House for 5 minutes on May 17, 2001. (Agreed to May
15, 2001.)

LEAVE TO
ADDRESS HOUSE

On motion of Mr. Grucci, by unanimous consent, Ordered, That Ms. Ros-Lehtinen be
allowed to address the House for 5 minutes on May 17, 2001. (Agreed to May
16, 2001.)

LEAVE TO
ADDRESS HOUSE

On motion of Mr. Grucci, by unanimous consent, Ordered, That Mr. Rohrabacher be
allowed to address the House for 5 minutes on May 17, 2001. (Agreed to May
16, 2001.)
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS

2001
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THE MORNING HOUR FOR THE CALL OF COMMITTEES

Rule XIV, clause 4:
‘‘4. After the unfinished business has been disposed of, the Speaker shall call each standing committee in

regular order and then select committees. Each committee when named may call up for consideration a bill or
resolution reported by it on a previous day and on the House Calendar. If the Speaker does not complete the
call of the committees before the House passes to other business, the next call shall resume at the point it left
off, giving preference to the last bill or resolution under consideration. A committee that has occupied the call
for two days may not call up another bill or resolution until the other committees have been called in their turn.’’

NOTE.—Call rests with the Committee on Agriculture.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

Rule XV, clause 7:
‘‘7. (a) On Wednesday of each week, business shall not be in order before completion of the call of the commit-

tees (except as provided by clause 4 of rule XIV) unless two-thirds of the Members voting, a quorum being present,
agree to a motion that the House dispense with the call. Such a motion shall be privileged. Debate on such a
motion shall be limited to five minutes in support and five minutes in opposition.

(b) A bill or resolution on either the House or the Union Calendar, except bills or resolutions that are privileged
under the Rules of the House, may be called under this clause. A bill or resolution called up from the Union
Calendar shall be considered in the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union without motion,
subject to clause 3 of rule XVI. General debate on a measure considered under this clause shall be confined to
the measure and may not exceed two hours equally divided between a proponent and an opponent.

(c) When a committee has occupied the call under this clause on one Wednesday, it shall not be in order
on a succeeding Wednesday to consider unfinished business previously called up by that committee until the other
committees have been called in their turn unless—

(1) the previous question has been ordered on such unfinished business; or
(2) the House adopts a motion to dispense with the call under paragraph (a).

(d) If any committee has not been called under this clause during a session of a Congress, then at the next
session of that Congress the call shall resume where it left off at the end of the preceding session.

(e) This rule does not apply during the last two weeks of a session of Congress.
(f) The Speaker may not entertain a motion for a recess on a Wednesday except during the last two weeks

of a session of Congress.’’
NOTE.—Call rests with the Committee on Agriculture.

SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE DAYS
Calendar Wednesday .................................... Wednesday of each week, except during the last 2 weeks of a session

(clause 7, rule XV).
Corrections Calendar .................................... Second and fourth Tuesdays of each month (clause 6, rule XV).
Discharge Calendar ....................................... Second and fourth Mondays of each month, except during the last

6 days of a session (clause 2, rule XV).
District of Columbia business ...................... Second and fourth Mondays of each month (clause 4, rule XV).
Private Calendar ........................................... First and third Tuesdays of each month (clause 5, rule XV).
Suspension of rules ....................................... Mondays and Tuesdays and during the last 6 days of a session (clause

1, rule XV).
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SEC. 1

1. UNION CALENDAR

Rule XIII, clause 1(a):
‘‘(1) A Calendar of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, to which shall be referred

public bills and public resolutions raising revenue, involving a tax or charge on the people, directly or
indirectly making appropriations of money or property or requiring such appropriations to be made,
authorizing payments out of appropriations already made, releasing any liability to the United States for
money or property, or referring a claim to the Court of Claims.’’

No.

(1–1)

2001
Feb. 27 Referred to the Committee of the

Whole House on the State of the
Union.

(H. Doc. 107–1)

Address to the Joint Session of Congress. 3

H.R. 90
Mar. 12

Mr. Tauzin (Energy and
Commerce).

Rept. 107–13

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to pro-
hibit telemarketers from interfering with the call-
er identification service of any person to whom
a telephone solicitation is made, and for other
purposes.

8

H.R. 1209
Apr. 20

Mr. Sensenbrenner (Judiciary).
Rept. 107–45

To amend the Immigration and Nationality Act to
determine whether an alien is a child, for pur-
poses of classification as an immediate relative,
based on the age of the alien on the date the
classification petition with respect to the alien is
filed, and for other purposes.

28

H.R. 863
Apr. 20

Mr. Sensenbrenner (Judiciary).
Rept. 107–46

To provide grants to ensure increased accountability
for juvenile offenders.

29

H.R. 622
May 15

Mr. Thomas (Ways and Means).
Rept. 107–64

To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
expand the adoption credit, and for other pur-
poses.

35

H.R. 1
May 14
Part I

Mr. Boehner (Education and the
Workforce).

Rept. 107–63

To close the achievement gap with accountability,
flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left be-
hind.

38

May 15
Judiciary

discharged
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UNION CALENDAR

No.

1–2

2001
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SEC. 2

2. HOUSE CALENDAR

Rule XIII, clause 1(a):
‘‘(2) A House Calendar, to which shall be referred all public bills and public resolutions not requiring

referral to the Calendar of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.’’

No.

(2–1)

2001
H. Con. Res. 73

Apr. 4
Mr. Hyde (International

Relations).
Rept. 107–40

Expressing the sense of Congress that the 2008
Olympic Games should not be held in Beijing un-
less the Government of the People’s Republic of
China releases all political prisoners, ratifies the
International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, and observes internationally recognized
human rights.

14

H. Res. 130
May 3

Mr. Goss (Rules).
Rept. 107–54

Waiving a requirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII
with respect to consideration of certain resolutions
reported from the Committee on Rules.

19

H. Res. 141
May 15

Ms. Pryce of Ohio (Rules).
Rept. 107–67

Providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 622)
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
expand the adoption credit, and for other pur-
poses.

25

H. Res. 143
May 16

Ms. Pryce of Ohio (Rules).
Rept. 107–69

Providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to
close the achievement gap with accountability,
flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left be-
hind.

27
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No.

2–2

2001
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SEC. 33. PRIVATE CALENDAR

Rule XIII, clause 1(a):
‘‘(3) A Private Calendar as provided in clause 5 of rule XV, to which shall be referred all private bills and

private resolutions.’’
Rule XV, clause 5:
‘‘5. (a) On the first Tuesday of a month, the Speaker shall direct the Clerk to call the bills and resolutions

on the Private Calendar after disposal of such business on the Speaker’s table as requires reference only. If
two or more Members, Delegates, or the Resident Commissioner object to the consideration of a bill or
resolution so called, it shall be recommitted to the committee that reported it. No other business shall be in
order before completion of the call of the Private Calendar on this day unless two-thirds of the Members
voting, a quorum being present, agree to a motion that the House dispense with the call.

‘‘(b)(1) On the third Tuesday of month, after the disposal of such business on the Speaker’s table as
requires reference only, the Speaker may direct the Clerk to call the bills and resolutions on the Private
Calendar. Preference shall be given to omnibus bills containing the texts of bills or resolutions that have
previously been objected to on a call of the Private Calendar. If two or more Members, Delegates, or the
Resident Commissioner object to the consideration of a bill or resolution so called (other than on omnibus bill),
it shall be recommitted to the committee that reported it. Two-thirds of the Members voting, a quorum being
present, may adopt a motion that the House dispense with the call on this day.

‘‘(2) Omnibus bills shall be read for amendment by paragraph. No amendment shall be in order except to
strike or to reduce amounts of money or to provide limitations. An item or matter stricken from an omnibus
bill may not thereafter during the same session of Congress be included in an omnibus bill. Upon passage
such an omnibus bill shall be resolved into the several bills and resolutions of which it is composed. The
several bills and resolutions, with any amendments adopted by the House, shall be engrossed, when necessary,
and otherwise considered as passed severally by the House as distinct bills and resolutions.

‘‘(c) The Speaker may not entertain a reservation of the right to object to the consideration of a bill or
resolution under this clause. A bill or resolution considered under this clause shall be considered in the House
as in the Committee of the Whole. A motion to dispense with the call of the Private Calendar under this
clause shall be privileged. Debate on such a motion shall be limited to five minutes in support and five
minutes in opposition.’’

No.

(3–1)

2001
H.R. 392
Apr. 20

Mr. Sensenbrenner (Judiciary).
Rept. 107–44

For the relief of Nancy B. Wilson. 1
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3–2
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SEC. 4

4. CORRECTIONS CALENDAR

Rule XIII, clause 1:
‘‘(b) There is established a Corrections Calendar as provided in clause 6 of rule XV.’’
Rule XV, clause 6:
‘‘6. (a) After a bill has been favorably reported and placed on either the Union or House Calendar, the

Speaker, after consultation with the Minority leader, may direct the Clerk also to place the bill on the
‘‘Corrections Calendar.’’ At any time on the second and fourth Tuesdays of a month, the Speaker may direct
the Clerk to call a bill that is printed on the Corrections Calendar.

‘‘(b) A bill called from the Corrections Calendar shall be considered in the House, is debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking minority member of the primary committee of
jurisdiction, and shall not be subject to amendment except those recommended by the primary committee of
jurisdiction or offered by the chairman of the primary committee or a designee. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and any amendments thereto to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or without instructions.

‘‘(c) The approval of three-fifths of the Members voting, a quorum being present, shall be required to pass
a bill called from the Corrections Calendar. The rejection of a bill so called, or the sustaining of a point of
order against it or against its consideration, does not cause its removal from the Calendar to which it was
originally referred.’’

No.

(4–1)

2001
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CORRECTIONS CALENDAR

No.

4–2
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SEC. 5

CALENDAR OF MOTIONS TO DISCHARGE COMMITTEES

Rule XV, clause 2:
‘‘2. (a) Motions to discharge committees shall be in order on the second and fourth Mondays of a month.
‘‘(b)(1) A Member may present to the Clerk a motion in writing to discharge—
‘‘(A) a committee from consideration of a public bill or public resolution that has been referred to it for 30

legislative days; or 
‘‘(B) the Committee on Rules from consideration of a resolution that has been referred to it for seven

legislative days and that proposes a special order of business for the consideration of a public bill or public
resolution that has been reported by a standing committee or has been referred to a standing committee for 30
legislative days. 

‘‘(2) Only one motion may be presented for a bill or resolution. A Member may not file a motion to
discharge the Committee on Rules from consideration of a resolution providing for the consideration of more
than one public bill or public resolution or admitting or effecting a nongermane amendment to a public bill or
public resolution. 

‘‘(c) A motion presented under paragraph (b) shall be placed in the custody of the Clerk, who shall arrange
a convenient place for the signatures of Members. A signature may be withdrawn by a Member in writing at
any time before a motion is entered on the Journal. The Clerk shall make signatures a matter of public record,
causing the names of the Members who have signed a discharge motion during a week to be published in a
portion of the Congressional Record designated for that purpose on the last legislative day of the week and
making cumulative lists of such names available each day for public inspection in an appropriate office of the
House. The Clerk shall devise a means for making such lists available to offices of the House and to the public
in electronic form. When a majority of the total membership of the House shall have signed the motion, it
shall be entered on the Journal, printed with the signatures thereto in the Record, and referred to the
Calendar of Motions to Discharge Committees. 

‘‘(d)(1) On the second and fourth Mondays of a month (except during the last six days of a session of
Congress), immediately after the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag, a motion to discharge that has been on the
calendar for at least seven legislative days shall be privileged if called up by a Member whose signature
appears thereon. When such a motion is called up, the House shall proceed to its consideration under this
paragraph without intervening motion except one motion to adjourn. Privileged motions to discharge shall
have precedence in the order of their entry on the Journal. 

‘‘(2) When a motion to discharge is called up, the bill or resolution to which it relates shall be read by title
only. The motion is debatable for 20 minutes, one-half in favor of the motion and one-half in opposition
thereto. 

‘‘(e)(1) If a motion prevails to discharge the Committee on Rules from consideration of a resolution, the
House shall immediately consider the resolution, pending which the Speaker may entertain one motion that
the House adjourn. After the result of such a motion to adjourn is announced, the Speaker may not entertain
any other dilatory motion until the resolution has been disposed of. If the resolution is adopted, the House
shall immediately proceed to its execution.

‘‘(2) If a motion prevails to discharge a standing committee from consideration of a public bill or public
resolution, a motion that the House proceed to the immediate consideration of such bill or resolution shall be
privileged if offered by a Member whose signature appeared on the motion to discharge. The motion to proceed
is not debatable. If the motion to proceed is adopted, the bill or resolution shall be considered immediately
under the general rules of the House. If unfinished before adjournment of the day on which it is called up, the
bill ore resolution shall remain the unfinished business until it is disposed of. If the motion to proceed is
rejected, the bill or resolution shall be referred to the appropriate calendar, where it shall have the same
status as if the committee from which it was discharged had duly reported it to the House.

‘‘(f)(1) When a motion to discharge originated under this clause has once been acted on by the House, it
shall not be in order to entertain during the same session of Congress—

‘‘(A) a motion to discharge a committee from consideration of that bill or resolution or of any other bill or
resolution that, by relating in substance to or dealing with the same subject matter, is substantially the same;
or 

‘‘(B) a motion to discharge the Committee on Rules from consideration of a resolution providing a special
order of business for the consideration of that bill or resolution or of any other bill or resolution that, by
relating in substance to or dealing with the same subject matter, is substantially the same. 

‘‘(2) A motion to discharge on the Calendar of Motions to Discharge Committees that is rendered out of
order under subparagraph (1) shall be stricken from that calendar.’’

Motion No.
and date
entered

Title Committee Motion filed by—
Cal-

endar
No.

(5–1)

2001
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CALENDAR OF MOTIONS TO DISCHARGE COMMITTEES

Motion No.
and date
entered

Title Committee Motion filed by—
Cal-

endar
No.

5–2
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SEC. 6

PUBLIC LAWS

LAW NO. LAW NO. LAW NO.BILL NO. BILL NO. BILL NO.

(6–1)

ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

107–1 ...........................H.J. Res. 7

107–2...............................H.R. 559

107–3 ...................................S. 279

107–4 .........................H.J. Res. 19

107–5 ............................S.J. Res. 6

107–6...............................H.R. 132

107–7...............................H.R. 395

107–8...............................H.R. 256
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PUBLIC LAWS

LAW NO. LAW NO. LAW NO.BILL NO. BILL NO. BILL NO.

6–2

FIRST SESSION—Continued

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:52 May 17, 2001 Jkt 089038 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 5857 Sfmt 5857 E:\HR\NSET\H17MY1.CAL pfrm02 PsN: H17MY1



SEC. 7

PRIVATE LAWS

LAW NO. LAW NO. LAW NO.BILL NO. BILL NO. BILL NO.

(7–1)

ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION
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PRIVATE LAWS

LAW NO. LAW NO. LAW NO.BILL NO. BILL NO. BILL NO.

7–2

FIRST SESSION—Continued

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:52 May 17, 2001 Jkt 089038 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 5858 Sfmt 5858 E:\HR\NSET\H17MY1.CAL pfrm02 PsN: H17MY1



SEC. 8

HISTORY OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Numerical order of bills and resolutions which have been reported to or
considered by either or both Houses.

NOTE. Similar or identical bills, and bills having reference to each other, are indicated by number in parentheses.

No. Index Key and History of Bill No. Index Key and History of Bill

(8–1)

HOUSE BILLS

H.R. 1 (H. Res. 143) (S. 1).—To close the achievement
gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that
no child is left behind. Referred to Education and the
Workforce Mar. 23, 2001. Reported amended May 14,
2001; Rept. 107–63, Pt. I. Referred to the Judiciary
May 14, 2001 for a period ending not later than May
15, 2001. The Judiciary discharged May 15, 2001.

Union Calendar ......................................................Union 38

H.R. 2.—To establish a procedure to safeguard the com-
bined surpluses of the Social Security and Medicare
hospital insurance trust funds. Referred to Rules and
in addition to the Budget Feb. 8, 2001. Rereferred
to the Budget and in addition to Rules Feb. 13, 2001.
Rules suspended. Passed House amended Feb. 13,
2001; Roll No. 13: 407–2. Received in Senate and re-
ferred to Finance Feb. 14, 2001. Finance discharged
Feb. 15, 2001. Referred jointly to the Budget and Gov-
ernmental Affairs Feb. 15, 2001.

H.R. 3 (H. Res. 83).—To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to reduce individual income tax rates.
Referred to Ways and Means Feb. 28, 2001. Reported
amended Mar. 6, 2001; Rept. 107–7. Union Calendar.
Passed House amended Mar. 8, 2001; Roll No. 45:
230–198. Received in Senate and referred to Finance
Mar. 9, 2001.

H.R. 6 (H. Res. 104).—To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to reduce the marriage penalty by pro-
viding for adjustments to the standard deduction, 15-
percent rate bracket, and earned income credit and
to allow the nonrefundable personal credits against
regular and minimum tax liability. Referred to Ways
and Means Mar. 15, 2001. Reported amended Mar.
27, 2001; Rept. 107–29. Union Calendar. Passed House
amended Mar. 29, 2001; Roll No. 75: 282–144. Re-
ceived in Senate Mar. 29, 2001.

H.R. 8 (H. Res. 111).—To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to phaseout the estate and gift taxes
over a 10-year period, and for other purposes. Referred
to Ways and Means Mar. 14, 2001. Reported amended
Apr. 3, 2001; Rept. 107–37. Union Calendar. Passed
House amended Apr. 4, 2001; Roll No. 84: 274–154.
Received in Senate Apr. 5, 2001. Ordered placed on
the calendar Apr. 6, 2001.

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 10 (H. Res. 127).—To provide for pension reform,
and for other purposes. Referred to Ways and Means
and in addition to Education and the Workforce Mar.
14, 2001. Reported amended from Ways and Means
May 1, 2001; Rept. 107–51, Pt. I. Reported amended
from Education and the Workforce May 1, 2001; Pt.
II. Union Calendar. Passed House amended May 2,
2001; Roll No. 96: 407–24. Received in Senate May
3, 2001.

H.R. 90.—To amend the Communications Act of 1934
to prohibit telemarketers from interfering with the
caller identification service of any person to whom a
telephone solicitation is made, and for other purposes.
Referred to Energy and Commerce Jan. 3, 2001. Re-
ported Mar. 12, 2001; Rept. 107–13.

Union Calendar ........................................................Union 8

H.R. 93.—To amend title 5, United States Code, to pro-
vide that the mandatory separation age for Federal
firefighters be made the same as the age that applies
with respect to Federal law enforcement officers. Re-
ferred to Government Reform Jan. 3, 2001. Rules sus-
pended. Passed House amended Jan. 30, 2001; Roll
No. 5: 401–0. Received in Senate and referred to Gov-
ernmental Affairs Jan. 31, 2001.

H.R. 132.—To designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 620 Jacaranda Street in
Lanai City, Hawaii, as the ‘‘Goro Hokama Post Office
Building’’. Referred to Government Reform Jan. 3,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Feb. 7, 2001;
Roll No. 11: 413–0. Received in Senate Feb. 7, 2001.
Passed Senate Mar. 21, 2001. Presented to the Presi-
dent Apr. 5, 2001. Approved Apr. 12, 2001. Public
Law 107–6.

H.R. 146.—To authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to study the suitability and feasibility of designating
the Great Falls Historic District in Paterson, New Jer-
sey, as a unit of the National Park System, and for
other purposes. Referred to Resources Jan. 3, 2001.
Reported Apr. 24, 2001; Rept. 107–47. Union Calendar.
Passed House May 9, 2001. Received in Senate and
referred to Energy and Natural Resources May 10,
2001.

H.R. 182.—To amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
to designate a segment of the Eight Mile River in
the State of Connecticut for study for potential addi-
tion to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,
and for other purposes. Referred to Resources Jan.
3, 2001. Reported amended Apr. 3, 2001; Rept. 107–36.
Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed House
amended May 1, 2001. Received in Senate and referred
to Energy and Natural Resources May 2, 2001.
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HISTORY OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

No. Index Key and History of Bill No. Index Key and History of Bill

8–2

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 223.—To amend the Clear Creek County, Colorado,
Public Lands Transfer Act of 1993 to provide addi-
tional time for Clear Creek County to dispose of cer-
tain lands transferred to the county under the Act.
Referred to Resources Jan. 3, 2001. Rules suspended.
Passed House Mar. 13, 2001; Roll No. 47: 413–0. Re-
ceived in Senate and referred to Energy and Natural
Resources Mar. 14, 2001.

H.R. 247 (H. Res. 93).—To amend the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974 to authorize commu-
nities to use community development block grant funds
for construction of tornado-safe shelters in manufac-
tured home parks. Referred to Financial Services Jan.
30, 2001. Passed House amended Mar. 22, 2001; Roll
No. 61: 401–6. Received in Senate and referred to
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Mar. 22, 2001.

H.R. 256.—To extend for 11 additional months the period
for which chapter 12 of title 11 of the United States
Code is reenacted. Referred to the Judiciary Jan. 30,
2001. Reported Feb. 26, 2001; Rept. 107–2. Union Cal-
endar. Rules suspended. Passed House Feb. 28, 2001;
Roll No. 17: 408–2. Received in Senate Mar. 1, 2001.
Passed Senate Apr. 26, 2001. Presented to the Presi-
dent May 2, 2001. Approved May 11, 2001. Public
Law 107–8.

H.R. 308.—To establish the Guam War Claims Review
Commission. Referred to Resources Jan. 30, 2001.
Rules suspended. Passed House amended Mar. 13,
2001. Received in Senate and referred to Energy and
Natural Resources Mar. 14, 2001.

H.R. 309.—To provide for the determination of with-
holding tax rates under the Guam income tax. Re-
ferred to Resources Jan. 30, 2001. Reported Apr. 24,
2001; Rept. 107–48. Union Calendar. Rules suspended.
Passed House May 1, 2001. Received in Senate and
referred to Energy and Natural Resources May 2,
2001.

H.R. 327 (H. Res. 89).—To amend chapter 35 of title
44, United States Code, for the purpose of facilitating
compliance by small businesses with certain Federal
paperwork requirements and to establish a task force
to examine the feasibility of streamlining paperwork
requirements applicable to small businesses. Referred
to Government Reform and in addition to Small Busi-
ness Jan. 31, 2001. Passed House amended Mar. 15,
2001; Roll No. 50: 418–0. Received in Senate and re-
ferred to Governmental Affairs Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 333 (H. Res. 71) (S. 220) (S. 420).—To amend title
11, United States Code, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Judiciary and in addition to Financial
Services Jan. 31, 2001. Reported amended from the
Judiciary Feb. 26, 2001; Rept. 107–3, Pt. I. Referral
to Financial Services extended Feb. 26, 2001 for a
period ending not later than Feb. 26, 2001. Financial
Services discharged. Feb. 26, 2001. Union Calendar.
Passed House amended Mar. 1, 2001; Roll No. 25:
306–108. Received in Senate and ordered placed on
the calendar Mar. 5, 2001.

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 364.—To designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 5927 Southwest 70th Street
in Miami, Florida, as the ‘‘Marjory Williams Scrivens
Post Office’’. Referred to Government Reform Jan. 31,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Mar. 14, 2001.
Received in Senate and referred to Governmental Af-
fairs Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 392.—For the relief of Nancy B. Wilson. Referred
to the Judiciary Jan. 31, 2001. Reported Apr. 20, 2001;
Rept. 107–44.

Private Calendar ....................................................Private 1

H.R. 395.—To designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 2305 Minton Road in West
Melbourne, Florida, as the ‘‘Ronald W. Reagan Post
Office of West Melbourne, Florida’’. Referred to Gov-
ernment Reform Feb. 6, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed
House Feb. 6, 2001. Received in Senate Feb. 7, 2001.
Passed Senate Mar. 21, 2001. Presented to the Presi-
dent Apr. 5, 2001. Approved Apr. 12, 2001. Public
Law 107–7.

H.R. 428.—Concerning the participation of Taiwan in
the World Health Organization. Referred to Inter-
national Relations Feb. 6, 2001. Rules suspended.
Passed House amended Apr. 24, 2001; Roll No. 86:
407–0. Received in Senate and referred to Foreign Re-
lations Apr. 25, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed
Senate with amendment May 9, 2001. House agreed
to Senate amendment under suspension of the rules
May 15, 2001; Roll No. 113: 415–0.

H.R. 496.—To amend the Communications Act of 1934
to promote deployment of advanced services and foster
the development of competition for the benefit of con-
sumers in all regions of the Nation by relieving unnec-
essary burdens on the Nation’s two percent local ex-
change telecommunications carriers, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to Energy and Commerce Feb. 7, 2001.
Reported amended Mar. 13, 2001; Rept. 107–20. Union
Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed House amended
Mar. 21, 2001. Received in Senate and referred to
Commerce, Science and Transportation Mar. 22, 2001.

H.R. 503 (H. Res. 119).—To amend title 18, United
States Code, and the Uniform Code of Military Justice
to protect unborn children from assault and murder,
and for other purposes. Referred to the Judiciary and
in addition to Armed Services Feb. 7, 2001. Reported
from the Judiciary Apr. 20, 2001; Rept. 107–42, Pt.
I. Referral to Armed Services extended Apr. 20, 2001
for a period ending not later than Apr. 24, 2001.
Armed Services discharged. Apr. 24, 2001. Union Cal-
endar. Passed House amended Apr. 26, 2001; Roll No.
89: 252–172. Received in Senate Apr. 26, 2001.
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HISTORY OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

No. Index Key and History of Bill No. Index Key and History of Bill

8–3

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 524.—To require the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology to assist small and
medium-sized manufacturers and other such busi-
nesses to successfully integrate and utilize electronic
commerce technologies and business practices, and to
authorize the National Institute of Standards and
Technology to assess critical enterprise integration
standards and implementation activities for major
manufacturing industries and to develop a plan for
enterprise integration for each major manufacturing
industry. Referred to Science Feb. 8, 2001. Rules sus-
pended. Passed House Feb. 14, 2001; Roll No. 14:
409–6. Received in Senate and referred to Commerce,
Science and Transportation Feb. 14, 2001.

H.R. 554 (H. Res. 36).—To establish a program, coordi-
nated by the National Transportation Safety Board,
of assistance to families of passengers involved in rail
passenger accidents. Referred to Transportation and
Infrastructure Feb. 12, 2001. Passed House Feb. 14,
2001; Roll No. 15: 404–4. Received in Senate and re-
ferred to Commerce, Science and Transportation Feb.
14, 2001.

H.R. 558.—To designate the Federal building and United
States courthouse located at 504 West Hamilton Street
in Allentown, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Edward N. Cahn
Federal Building and United States Courthouse’’. Re-
ferred to Transportation and Infrastructure Feb. 12,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Feb. 28, 2001;
Roll No. 18: 412–0. Received in Senate and referred
to Environment and Public Works Mar. 1, 2001.

H.R. 559.—To designate the United States courthouse
located at 1 Courthouse Way in Boston, Massachu-
setts, as the ‘‘John Joseph Moakley United States
Courthouse’’. Referred to Transportation and Infra-
structure Feb. 13, 2001. Passed House Feb. 14, 2001.
Received in Senate Feb. 14, 2001. Passed Senate Feb.
15, 2001. Presented to the President Mar. 1, 2001.
Approved Mar. 13, 2001. Public Law 107–2.

H.R. 581 (H. Res. 135).—To authorize the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to use
funds appropriated for wildland fire management in
the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 2001, to reimburse the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service to facilitate the interagency co-
operation required under the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 in connection with wildland fire management.
Referred to Resources Feb. 13, 2001. Reported Apr.
3, 2001; Rept. 107–35. Union Calendar. Passed House
amended May 9, 2001. Received in Senate and referred
to Environment and Public Works May 10, 2001.

H.R. 586.—To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to provide that the exclusion from gross income for
foster care payments shall also apply to payments by
qualified placement agencies, and for other purposes.
Referred to Ways and Means Feb. 13, 2001. Reported
amended May 15, 2001; Rept. 107–66. Union Calendar.
Rules suspended. Passed House amended May 15,
2001; Roll No. 112: 420–0.

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 601.—To ensure the continued access of hunters
to those Federal lands included within the boundaries
of the Craters of the Moon National Monument in
the State of Idaho pursuant to Presidential Proclama-
tion 7373 of November 9, 2000, and to continue the
applicability of the Taylor Grazing Act to the disposi-
tion of grazing fees arising from the use of such lands,
and for other purposes. Referred to Resources Feb.
13, 2001. Reported amended Apr. 3, 2001; Rept.
107–34. Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed
House amended May 1, 2001. Received in Senate and
referred to Energy and Natural Resources May 2,
2001.

H.R. 621.—To designate the Federal building located at
6230 Van Nuys Boulevard in Van Nuys, California,
as the ‘‘James C. Corman Federal Building’’. Referred
to Transportation and Infrastructure Feb. 14, 2001.
Rules suspended. Passed House Feb. 28, 2001; Roll
No. 19: 413–0. Received in Senate and referred to En-
vironment and Public Works Mar. 1, 2001.

H.R. 622 (H. Res. 141).—To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to expand the adoption credit, and for
other purposes. Referred to Ways and Means Feb. 14,
2001. Reported amended May 15, 2001; Rept. 107–64.

Union Calendar ......................................................Union 35

H.R. 624.—To amend the Public Health Service Act to
promote organ donation. Referred to Energy and Com-
merce Feb. 14, 2001. Reported Mar. 6, 2001; Rept.
107–11. Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed
House amended Mar. 7, 2001; Roll No. 31: 404–0. Re-
ceived in Senate and referred to Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Mar. 8, 2001.

H.R. 642.—To reauthorize the Chesapeake Bay Office
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, and for other purposes. Referred to Resources
Feb. 14, 2001. Reported amended Apr. 3, 2001; Rept.
107–33. Union Calendar. Considered under suspension
of rules Apr. 3, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House
amended Apr. 4, 2001; Roll No. 81: 406–13. Received
in Senate and referred to Commerce, Science and
Transportation Apr. 5, 2001.

H.R. 718.—To protect individuals, families, and Internet
service providers from unsolicited and unwanted elec-
tronic mail. Referred to Energy and Commerce and
in addition to the Judiciary Feb. 14, 2001. Reported
amended from Energy and Commerce Apr. 4, 2001;
Rept. 107–41, Pt. I. Referral to the Judiciary extended
Apr. 4, 2001 for a period ending not later than June
5, 2001.

H.R. 724.—To authorize appropriations to carry out part
B of title I of the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act, relating to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Re-
ferred to Energy and Commerce Feb. 26, 2001. Re-
ported Mar. 6, 2001; Rept. 107–6. Union Calendar.
Rules suspended. Passed House Mar. 6, 2001; Roll No.
26: 400–2. Received in Senate and referred to Energy
and Natural Resources Mar. 7, 2001.
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HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 725.—To establish a toll free number under the
Federal Trade Commission to assist consumers in de-
termining if products are American-made. Referred to
Energy and Commerce Feb. 26, 2001. Reported Mar.
13, 2001; Rept. 107–21. Union Calendar. Rules sus-
pended. Passed House amended Mar. 14, 2001; Roll
No. 48: 407–3. Received in Senate and referred to
Commerce, Science and Transportation Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 727.—To amend the Consumer Product Safety Act
to provide that low-speed electric bicycles are con-
sumer products subject to such Act. Referred to Energy
and Commerce Feb. 27, 2001. Reported Mar. 5, 2001;
Rept. 107–5. Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed
House Mar. 6, 2001; Roll No. 27: 401–1. Received in
Senate and referred to Commerce, Science and Trans-
portation Mar. 7, 2001.

H.R. 741.—To amend the Trademark Act of 1946 to pro-
vide for the registration and protection of trademarks
used in commerce, in order to carry out provisions
of certain international conventions, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Judiciary Feb. 27, 2001. Re-
ported Mar. 13, 2001; Rept. 107–19. Union Calendar.
Rules suspended. Passed House Mar. 14, 2001. Re-
ceived in Senate and referred to the Judiciary Mar.
15, 2001.

H.R. 768.—To amend the Improving America’s Schools
Act of 1994 to make permanent the favorable treat-
ment of need-based educational aid under the antitrust
laws. Referred to the Judiciary Feb. 28, 2001. Reported
Apr. 3, 2001; Rept. 107–32. Union Calendar. Rules
suspended. Passed House Apr. 3, 2001; Roll No. 76:
414–0. Received in Senate and referred to Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Apr. 4, 2001.

H.R. 801.—To amend title 38, United States Code, to
improve programs of educational assistance, to expand
programs of transition assistance and outreach to de-
parting servicemembers, veterans, and dependents, to
increase burial benefits, to provide for family coverage
under Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance, and for
other purposes. Referred to Veterans’ Affairs Feb. 28,
2001. Reported amended Mar. 26, 2001; Rept. 107–27.
Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed House
amended Mar. 27, 2001; Roll No. 63: 417–0. Received
in Senate and referred to Veterans’ Affairs Mar. 28,
2001.

H.R. 802 (S. 39).—To authorize the Public Safety Officer
Medal of Valor, and for other purposes. Referred to
the Judiciary Feb. 28, 2001. Reported Mar. 12, 2001;
Rept. 107–15. Union Calendar. Rules suspended.
Passed House Mar. 22, 2001; Roll No. 59: 414–0. Re-
ceived in Senate and referred to the Judiciary Mar.
22, 2001. Reported May 10, 2001; no written report.
Passed Senate May 14, 2001.

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 809.—To make technical corrections to various anti-
trust laws and to references to such laws. Referred
to the Judiciary and in addition to Armed Services
Mar. 1, 2001. Reported from the Judiciary Mar. 12,
2001; Rept. 107–17, Pt. I. Referral to Armed Services
extended Mar. 12, 2001 for a period ending not later
than Mar. 12, 2001. Armed Services discharged. Mar.
12, 2001. Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed
House Mar. 14, 2001. Received in Senate and referred
to the Judiciary Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 811.—To authorize the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to carry out construction projects for the purpose
of improving, renovating, and updating patient care
facilities at Department of Veterans Affairs medical
centers. Referred to Veterans’ Affairs Mar. 1, 2001.
Reported amended Mar. 26, 2001; Rept. 107–28. Union
Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed House amended
Mar. 27, 2001; Roll No. 64: 417–0. Received in Senate
and referred to Veterans’ Affairs Mar. 28, 2001.

H.R. 821.—To designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 1030 South Church Street
in Asheboro, North Carolina, as the ‘‘W. Joe Trogdon
Post Office Building’’. Referred to Government Reform
Mar. 1, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Mar.
14, 2001. Received in Senate and referred to Govern-
mental Affairs Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 834.—To amend the National Trails System Act
to clarify Federal authority relating to land acquisition
from willing sellers for the majority of the trails in
the System, and for other purposes. Referred to Re-
sources Mar. 1, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House
Mar. 13, 2001; Roll No. 46: 409–3. Received in Senate
and referred to Energy and Natural Resources Mar.
14, 2001.

H.R. 860.—To amend title 28, United States Code, to
allow a judge to whom a case is transferred to retain
jurisdiction over certain multidistrict litigation cases
for trial, and to provide for Federal jurisdiction of cer-
tain multiparty, multiforum civil actions. Referred to
the Judiciary Mar. 6, 2001. Reported Mar. 12, 2001;
Rept. 107–14. Union Calendar. Rules suspended.
Passed House amended Mar. 14, 2001. Received in
Senate and referred to the Judiciary Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 861.—To make technical amendments to section 10
of title 9, United States Code. Referred to the Judiciary
Mar. 6, 2001. Reported Mar. 12, 2001; Rept. 107–16.
Union Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed House Mar.
14, 2001; Roll No. 49: 413–0. Received in Senate and
referred to Armed Services Mar. 15, 2001.

H.R. 863.—To provide grants to ensure increased ac-
countability for juvenile offenders. Referred to the Ju-
diciary Mar. 6, 2001. Reported amended Apr. 20, 2001;
Rept. 107–46.

Union Calendar ......................................................Union 29

H.R. 880.—To provide for the acquisition of property in
Washington County, Utah, for implementation of a
desert tortoise habitat conservation plan. Referred to
Resources Mar. 6, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed
House Mar. 13, 2001. Received in Senate and referred
to Energy and Natural Resources Mar. 14, 2001.
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HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 974.—To increase the number of interaccount trans-
fers which may be made from business accounts at
depository institutions, to authorize the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System to pay interest
on reserves, and for other purposes. Referred to Finan-
cial Services Mar. 13, 2001. Reported amended Apr.
3, 2001; Rept. 107–38. Union Calendar. Rules sus-
pended. Passed House amended Apr. 3, 2001. Received
in Senate and referred to Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs Apr. 4, 2001.

H.R. 981.—To provide a biennial budget for the United
States Government. Referred to the Budget and in ad-
dition to Rules, and Government Reform Mar. 13,
2001. Referral to the Budget extended Apr. 4, 2001
for a period ending not later than Sept. 5, 2001.

H.R. 1042.—To prevent the elimination of certain re-
ports. Referred to Science Mar. 15, 2001. Rules sus-
pended. Passed House amended Mar. 21, 2001; Roll
No. 54: 414–2. Received in Senate and referred to Gov-
ernmental Affairs Mar. 22, 2001.

H.R. 1088.—To amend the Securities Exchange Act of
1934 to reduce fees collected by the Securities and
Exchange Commission, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to Financial Services Mar. 19, 2001. Reported
amended May 1, 2001; Rept. 107–52, Pt. I. Referred
to Government Reform May 1, 2001 for a period ending
not later than May 2, 2001. Referral extended May
2, 2001 for a period ending not later than May 8,
2001. Referral extended May 8, 2001 for a period end-
ing not later than May 9, 2001. Referral extended May
9, 2001 for a period ending not later than May 10,
2001. Referral extended May 10, 2001 for a period
ending not later than May 18, 2001.

H.R. 1098.—To improve the recording and discharging
of maritime liens and expand the American Merchant
Marine Memorial Wall of Honor, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to Transportation and Infrastructure
Mar. 20, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Mar.
21, 2001; Roll No. 55: 415–3. Received in Senate and
referred to Commerce, Science and Transportation
Mar. 22, 2001.

H.R. 1099.—To make changes in laws governing Coast
Guard personnel, increase marine safety, renew cer-
tain groups that advise the Coast Guard on safety
issues, make miscellaneous improvements to Coast
Guard operations and policies, and for other purposes.
Referred to Transportation and Infrastructure Mar. 20,
2001. Considered under suspension of rules Mar. 21,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Mar. 22, 2001;
Roll No. 58: 415–0. Received in Senate and referred
to Commerce, Science and Transportation Mar. 22,
2001.

H.R. 1209.—To amend the Immigration and Nationality
Act to determine whether an alien is a child, for pur-
poses of classification as an immediate relative, based
on the age of the alien on the date the classification
petition with respect to the alien is filed, and for other
purposes. Referred to the Judiciary Mar. 26, 2001. Re-
ported Apr. 20, 2001; Rept. 107–45.

Union Calendar ......................................................Union 28

HOUSE BILLS—Continued

H.R. 1646 (H. Res. 138).—To authorize appropriations
for the Department of State for fiscal years 2002 and
2003, and for other purposes. Referred to International
Relations Apr. 27, 2001. Reported amended May 4,
2001; Rept. 107–57. Union Calendar. Considered May
10, 2001. Passed House amended May 16, 2001; Roll
No. 121: 352–73.

H.R. 1696.—To expedite the construction of the World
War II memorial in the District of Columbia. Referred
to Resources and in addition to Veterans’ Affairs May
3, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House May 15, 2001;
Roll No. 109: 400–15.

H.R. 1727.—To amend the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997
to provide for consistent treatment of survivor benefits
for public safety officers killed in the line of duty.
Referred to Ways and Means May 3, 2001. Reported
amended May 15, 2001; Rept. 107–65. Union Calendar.
Rules suspended. Passed House amended May 15,
2001; Roll No. 111: 419–0.

H.R. 1836 (H. Res. 142).—To provide for reconciliation
pursuant to section 104 of the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2002. Referred to Ways
and Means May 15, 2001. Passed House May 16, 2001;
Roll No. 118: 230–197.
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTIONS

H.J. Res. 7.—Recognizing the 90th birthday of Ronald
Reagan. Referred to Government Reform Jan. 31,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Feb. 6, 2001;
Roll No. 9: 410–0. Received in Senate and passed Feb.
6, 2001. Presented to the President Feb. 7, 2001. Ap-
proved Feb. 15, 2001. Public Law 107–1.

H.J. Res. 19.—Providing for the appointment of Walter
E. Massey as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution. Referred to House Ad-
ministration Feb. 13, 2001. Committee discharged.
Passed House Feb. 28, 2001. Received in Senate and
passed Mar. 1, 2001. Presented to the President Mar.
8, 2001. Approved Mar. 16, 2001. Public Law
107–4.

H.J. Res. 41 (H. Res. 118).—Proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States with respect
to tax limitations. Referred to the Judiciary Mar. 22,
2001. Reported amended Apr. 20, 2001; Rept. 107–43.
House Calendar. Failed of passage (two-thirds re-
quired) Apr. 25, 2001; Roll No. 87: 232–189.
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HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS

H. Con. Res. 1.—Providing for a conditional adjournment
of the House of Representatives and a conditional re-
cess or adjournment of the Senate. Passed House Jan.
3, 2001. Received in Senate Jan. 3, 2001. Passed Sen-
ate Jan. 4 (Legislative day of Jan. 3), 2001.

H. Con. Res. 14.—Permitting the use of the rotunda of
the Capitol for a ceremony as part of the commemora-
tion of the days of remembrance of victims of the Holo-
caust. Referred to House Administration Jan. 30, 2001.
Rules suspended. Passed House Jan. 31, 2001; Roll
No. 6: 407–0. Received in Senate and referred to Rules
and Administration Jan. 31, 2001. Committee dis-
charged. Passed Senate with amendment Feb. 8, 2001.
House agreed to Senate amendment Feb. 27, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 15 (S. Con. Res. 6).—Expressing sympathy
for the victims of the devastating earthquake that
struck India on January 26, 2001, and support for
ongoing aid efforts. Referred to International Relations
and in addition to Financial Services Jan. 30, 2001.
Rules suspended. Passed House Jan. 31, 2001; Roll
No. 7: 406–1. Received in Senate and referred to For-
eign Relations Jan. 31, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 18.—Providing for an adjournment of the
House of Representatives. Passed House Jan. 31, 2001.
Received in Senate and passed Jan. 31, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 27.—Honoring the National Institute of
Standards and Technology and its employees for 100
years of service to the Nation. Referred to Science
Feb. 13, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Feb.
28, 2001; Roll No. 20: 413–1. Received in Senate and
passed Mar. 1, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 28.—Providing for a joint session of Con-
gress to receive a message from the President. Passed
House Feb. 13, 2001. Received in Senate and passed
Feb. 14, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 31 (S. Con. Res. 12).—Expressing the sense
of the Congress regarding the importance of organ,
tissue, bone marrow, and blood donation and sup-
porting National Donor Day. Referred to Energy and
Commerce Feb. 13, 2001. Reported Mar. 6, 2001; Rept.
107–10. House Calendar. Rules suspended. Passed
House Mar. 7, 2001; Roll No. 30: 418–0. Received in
Senate and referred to the Judiciary Mar. 8, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 32.—Providing for a conditional adjourn-
ment of the House of Representatives and a conditional
recess or adjournment of the Senate. Passed House
Feb. 14, 2001. Received in Senate and passed Feb.
14, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 39.—Honoring the ultimate sacrifice made
by 28 United States soldiers killed by an Iraqi missile
attack on February 25, 1991, during Operation Desert
Storm, and resolving to support appropriate and effec-
tive theater missile defense programs. Referred to
Armed Services Feb. 27, 2001. Rules suspended.
Passed House Feb. 27, 2001; Roll No. 16: 395–0. Re-
ceived in Senate and referred to Armed Services Feb.
28, 2001.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Con. Res. 41.—Expressing sympathy for the victims
of the devastating earthquakes that struck El Salvador
on January 13, 2001, and February 13, 2001, and sup-
porting ongoing aid efforts. Referred to International
Relations and in addition to Financial Services Feb.
27, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Mar. 20,
2001; Roll No. 52: 405–1. Received in Senate and re-
ferred to Foreign Relations Mar. 21, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 43.—Authorizing the printing of a revised
and updated version of the House document entitled
‘‘Black Americans in Congress, 1870-1989’’. Referred
to House Administration Feb. 27, 2001. Rules sus-
pended. Passed House Mar. 21, 2001; Roll No. 53:
414–1. Received in Senate and referred to Rules and
Administration Mar. 22, 2001. Committee discharged.
Passed Senate Apr. 6, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 47 (S. Con. Res. 22).—Honoring the 21
members of the National Guard who were killed in
the crash of a National Guard aircraft on March 3,
2001, in south-central Georgia. Referred to Armed
Services Mar. 6, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House
amended Mar. 7, 2001; Roll No. 32: 413–0. Received
in Senate and passed Mar. 8, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 57.—Condemning the heinous atrocities
that occurred on March 5, 2001, at Santana High
School in Santee, California. Referred to Education
and the Workforce Mar. 8, 2001. Rules suspended.
Passed House amended Mar. 13, 2001. Received in
Senate and referred to the Judiciary Mar. 14, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 59.—Expressing the sense of Congress re-
garding the establishment of National Shaken Baby
Syndrome Awareness Week. Referred to Government
Reform Mar. 8, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House
amended Apr. 3, 2001. Received in Senate and referred
to Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Apr. 4,
2001.

H. Con. Res. 66.—Authorizing the printing of a revised
and updated version of the House document entitled
‘‘Women in Congress, 1917-1990’’. Referred to House
Administration Mar. 15, 2001. Considered under sus-
pension of rules Apr. 3, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed
House Apr. 4, 2001; Roll No. 79: 414–1. Received in
Senate and referred to Rules and Administration Apr.
5, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed Senate Apr.
24, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 69.—Expressing the sense of the Congress
on the Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of Inter-
national Child Abduction and urging all Contracting
States to the Convention to recommend the production
of practice guides. Referred to International Relations
Mar. 20, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed House
amended Mar. 22, 2001. Received in Senate Mar. 22,
2001. Passed Senate Mar. 23, 2001.
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HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Con. Res. 73.—Expressing the sense of Congress that
the 2008 Olympic Games should not be held in Beijing
unless the Government of the People’s Republic of
China releases all political prisoners, ratifies the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and
observes internationally recognized human rights. Re-
ferred to International Relations Mar. 21, 2001. Re-
ported amended Apr. 4, 2001; Rept. 107–40.

House Calendar ......................................................House 14

H. Con. Res. 74.—Authorizing the use of the Capitol
Grounds for the 20th annual National Peace Officers’
Memorial Service. Referred to Transportation and In-
frastructure Mar. 21, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed
House May 8, 2001. Received in Senate and passed
May 9, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 83 (H. Res. 100) (H. Res. 134) (H. Res.
136) (S. Con. Res. 20).—Establishing the congressional
budget for the United States Government for fiscal
year 2002, revising the congressional budget for the
United States Government for fiscal year 2001, and
setting forth appropriate budgetary levels for each of
fiscal years 2003 through 2011. Reported from the
Budget Mar. 23, 2001; Rept. 107–26. Union Calendar.
Passed House amended Mar. 28, 2001; Roll No. 70:
222–205. Received in Senate and referred to the Budg-
et Mar. 28, 2001. Committee discharged. Ordered
placed on the calendar Apr. 2 (Legislative day of Mar.
30), 2001. Considered Apr. 2 (Legislative day of Mar.
30), 3, 4, 5, 2001. Passed Senate with amendment
Apr. 6, 2001; Roll No. 86: 65–35. Senate insisted on
its amendment and asked for a conference Apr. 23,
2001. House disagreed to Senate amendment and
agreed to a conference Apr. 24, 2001. Conference report
filed in the House May 3, 2001; Rept. 107–55. House
recommitted the conference report pursuant to H. Res.
134 May 8, 2001. Conference report filed in the House
May 8, 2001; Rept. 107–60. House agreed to conference
report May 9, 2001; Roll No. 104: 221–207. Conference
report considered in Senate May 9, 2001. Senate
agreed to conference report May 10, 2001; Roll No.
98: 53–47.

H. Con. Res. 91.—Recognizing the importance of increas-
ing awareness of the autism spectrum disorder, and
supporting programs for greater research and im-
proved treatment of autism and improved training and
support for individuals with autism and those who
care for them. Referred to Energy and Commerce and
in addition to Education and the Workforce Mar. 29,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House May 1, 2001;
Roll No. 90: 418–1. Received in Senate and referred
to Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions May 2,
2001.

H. Con. Res. 93.—Providing for a conditional adjourn-
ment of the House of Representatives and a conditional
recess or adjournment of the Senate. Passed House
Apr. 3, 2001. Received in Senate and passed Apr. 4,
2001.

H. Con. Res. 95.—Supporting a National Charter Schools
Week. Referred to Education and the Workforce Apr.
3, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House amended May
1, 2001; Roll No. 91: 404–6. Received in Senate and
referred to the Judiciary May 2, 2001.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Con. Res. 108.—Honoring the National Science Foun-
dation for 50 years of service to the Nation. Referred
to Science Apr. 25, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed
House May 8, 2001. Received in Senate and passed
May 9, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 110.—Expressing the sense of the Congress
in support of National Children’s Memorial Flag Day.
Referred to Education and the Workforce Apr. 26,
2001. Committee discharged. Passed House Apr. 26,
2001. Received in Senate and referred to the Judiciary
Apr. 26, 2001.

H. Con. Res. 117.—Expressing sympathy to the family,
friends, and co-workers of Veronica ‘‘Roni’’ Bowers and
Charity Bowers. Referred to International Relations
May 1, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed House
May 1, 2001. Received in Senate and referred to For-
eign Relations May 2, 2001.
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HOUSE RESOLUTIONS

H. Res. 1.—Electing officers of the House of Representa-
tives. Passed House Jan. 3, 2001.

H. Res. 2.—To inform the Senate that a quorum of the
House has assembled and of the election of the Speak-
er and the Clerk. Passed House Jan. 3, 2001.

H. Res. 3.—Authorizing the Speaker to appoint a com-
mittee to notify the President of the assembly of the
Congress. Passed House Jan. 3, 2001.

H. Res. 4.—Authorizing the Clerk to inform the Presi-
dent of the election of the Speaker and the Clerk.
Passed House Jan. 3, 2001.

H. Res. 5.—Adopting rules for the One Hundred Seventh
Congress. Passed House Jan. 3, 2001; Roll No. 4:
215–206.

H. Res. 6.—Designating majority membership on certain
standing committees of the House. Passed House Jan.
3, 2001.

H. Res. 7.—Designating minority membership on certain
standing committees of the House. Passed House Jan.
3, 2001.

H. Res. 8.—Providing for the designation of certain mi-
nority employees. Passed House Jan. 3, 2001.

H. Res. 9.—Fixing the daily hour of meeting of the First
Session of the One Hundred Seventh Congress. Passed
House Jan. 3, 2001.

H. Res. 10.—Providing for the attendance of the House
at the Inaugural Ceremonies of the President and Vice
President of the United States. Passed House Jan. 3,
2001.

H. Res. 19.—Electing Members to serve on standing com-
mittees of the House of Representatives. Passed House
Jan. 6, 2001.

H. Res. 20.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Jan. 6, 2001.

H. Res. 21.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Jan. 20, 2001.

H. Res. 22.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Jan. 20, 2001.

H. Res. 24.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House of Representa-
tives. Passed House Jan. 31, 2001.

H. Res. 25.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House of Representa-
tives. Passed House Jan. 31, 2001.

H. Res. 28.—Honoring the contributions of Catholic
schools. Referred to Education and the Workforce Feb.
6, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Feb. 6, 2001;
Roll No. 10: 412–0.

HOUSE RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Res. 32.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Feb. 8, 2001.

H. Res. 33.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Feb. 8, 2001.

H. Res. 34.—Congratulating the Prime Minister-elect of
Israel, Ariel Sharon, calling for an end to violence in
the Middle East, reaffirming the friendship between
the Governments of the United States and Israel, and
for other purposes. Referred to International Relations
Feb. 8, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House amended
Feb. 13, 2001; Roll No. 12: 410–1.

H. Res. 36 (H.R. 554).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 554) to establish a program, coordinated
by the National Transportation Safety Board, of assist-
ance to families of passengers involved in rail pas-
senger accidents. Reported from Rules Feb. 13, 2001;
Rept. 107–1. House Calendar. Passed House Feb. 14,
2001.

H. Res. 37.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Feb. 13, 2001.

H. Res. 54.—Commemorating African American pioneers
in Colorado. Referred to Resources Feb. 26, 2001. Rules
suspended. Passed House Feb. 28, 2001; Roll No. 21:
411–0.

H. Res. 55.—Expressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that there should be established a day
of celebration in honor of Dr. Dorothy Irene Height.
Referred to Government Reform Feb. 26, 2001. Rules
suspended. Passed House Feb. 27, 2001.

H. Res. 56.—Urging the appropriate representative of
the United States to the United Nations Commission
on Human Rights to introduce at the annual meeting
of the Commission a resolution calling upon the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to end its human rights viola-
tions in China and Tibet, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to International Relations Feb. 26, 2001. Rules
suspended. Passed House amended Apr. 3, 2001; Roll
No. 78: 406–6.

H. Res. 57.—Recognizing and honoring Dale Earnhardt
and expressing the condolences of the House of Rep-
resentatives to his family on his death. Referred to
Government Reform Feb. 27, 2001. Rules suspended.
Passed House Feb. 27, 2001.

H. Res. 63.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House of Representa-
tives. Passed House Feb. 27, 2001.

H. Res. 67.—Recognizing the importance of combatting
tuberculosis on a worldwide basis, and acknowledging
the severe impact that TB has on minority populations
in the United States. Referred to International Rela-
tions and in addition to Energy and Commerce Feb.
27, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House amended
Mar. 20, 2001; Roll No. 51: 405–2.
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HOUSE RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Res. 69.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Feb. 28, 2001.

H. Res. 70.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Feb. 28, 2001.

H. Res. 71 (H.R. 333).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 333) to amend title 11, United States
Code, and for other purposes. Reported from Rules
Feb. 28, 2001; Rept. 107–4. House Calendar. Passed
House Mar. 1, 2001; Roll No. 22: 281–132.

H. Res. 76.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Mar. 6, 2001.

H. Res. 77.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Mar. 6, 2001.

H. Res. 78.—Providing for the consideration of motions
to suspend the rules. Reported from Rules Mar. 6,
2001; Rept. 107–8. House Calendar. Passed House
Mar. 7, 2001.

H. Res. 79 (S.J. Res. 6).—Providing for consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 6) providing for con-
gressional disapproval of the rule submitted by the
Department of Labor under chapter 8 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to ergonomics. Reported from
Rules Mar. 6, 2001; Rept. 107–9. House Calendar.
Passed House Mar. 7, 2001; Roll No. 29: 222–198.

H. Res. 82.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Mar. 7, 2001.

H. Res. 83 (H.R. 3).—Providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 3) to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to reduce individual income tax rates. Reported
from Rules Mar. 7, 2001; Rept. 107–12. House Cal-
endar. Passed House Mar. 8, 2001; Roll No. 39:
220–204.

H. Res. 84.—Providing for the expenses of certain com-
mittees of the House of Representatives in the One
Hundred Seventh Congress. Referred to House Admin-
istration Mar. 7, 2001. Reported amended Mar. 23,
2001; Rept. 107–25. House Calendar. Passed House
amended Mar. 27, 2001; Roll No. 62: 357–61.

H. Res. 85.—Designating majority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Mar. 8, 2001.

H. Res. 88.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Mar. 14, 2001.

HOUSE RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Res. 89 (H.R. 327).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 327) to amend chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, for the purpose of facilitating com-
pliance by small businesses with certain Federal pa-
perwork requirements and to establish a task force
to examine the feasibility of streamlining paperwork
requirements applicable to small businesses. Reported
from Rules Mar. 14, 2001; Rept. 107–22. House Cal-
endar. Passed House Mar. 15, 2001.

H. Res. 90.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
Mar. 14, 2001.

H. Res. 91.—Expressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives regarding the human rights situation in
Cuba. Referred to International Relations Mar. 19,
2001. Rules suspended. Passed House Apr. 3, 2001;
Roll No. 77: 347–44.

H. Res. 92.—Providing for consideration of motions to
suspend the rules. Reported from Rules Mar. 20, 2001;
Rept. 107–23. House Calendar. Passed House Mar. 21,
2001.

H. Res. 93 (H.R. 247).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 247) to amend the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1974 to authorize commu-
nities to use community development block grant funds
for construction of tornado-safe shelters in manufac-
tured home parks. Reported from Rules Mar. 20, 2001;
Rept. 107–24. House Calendar. Passed House Mar. 22,
2001; Roll No. 57: 246–169.

H. Res. 100 (H. Con. Res. 83).—Providing for consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83)
establishing the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2002, revising the
congressional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2001, and setting forth appropriate
budgetary levels for each of fiscal years 2003 through
2011. Reported from Rules Mar. 27, 2001; Rept.
107–30. House Calendar. Passed House Mar. 28, 2001;
Roll No. 65: 282–130.

H. Res. 104 (H.R. 6).—Providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 6) to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to reduce the marriage penalty by providing for
adjustments to the standard deduction, 15-percent rate
bracket, and earned income credit and to allow the
nonrefundable personal credits against regular and
minimum tax liability. Reported from Rules Mar. 28,
2001; Rept. 107–31. House Calendar. Passed House
Mar. 29, 2001; Roll No. 71: 249–171.

H. Res. 107.—Expressing the condolences of the House
of Representatives on the death of the Honorable Nor-
man Sisisky, a Representative from the Common-
wealth of Virginia. Passed House Mar. 29, 2001.

H. Res. 111 (H.R. 8).—Providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 8) to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to phaseout the estate and gift taxes over a 10-
year period, and for other purposes. Reported from
Rules Apr. 3, 2001; Rept. 107–39. House Calendar.
Passed House Apr. 4, 2001; Roll No. 80: 413–12.
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HOUSE RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Res. 112.—Recognizing the upcoming 100th anniver-
sary of the 4-H Youth Development Program and com-
mending such program for service to the youth of the
world. Referred to Education and the Workforce Apr.
3, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House May 1, 2001.

H. Res. 113.—Urging the House of Representatives to
support events such as the ‘‘Increase the Peace Day’’.
Referred to Education and the Workforce Apr. 3, 2001.
Rules suspended. Passed House Apr. 24, 2001.

H. Res. 116.—Commemorating the dedication and sac-
rifices of the men and women of the United States
who were killed or disabled while serving as law en-
forcement officers. Referred to Government Reform
Apr. 4, 2001. Rules suspended. Passed House amended
May 15, 2001; Roll No. 110: 416–0.

H. Res. 118 (H.J. Res. 41).—Providing for consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 41) proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United States
with respect to tax limitations.. Reported from Rules
Apr. 24, 2001; Rept. 107–49. House Calendar. Passed
House Apr. 25, 2001.

H. Res. 119 (H.R. 503).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 503) to amend title 18, United States
Code, and the Uniform Code of Military Justice to
protect unborn children from assault and murder, and
for other purposes. Reported from Rules Apr. 24, 2001;
Rept. 107–50. House Calendar. Passed House Apr. 26,
2001.

H. Res. 127 (H.R. 10).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 10) to provide for pension reform, and
for other purposes. Reported from Rules May 1, 2001;
Rept. 107–53. House Calendar. Passed House May 2,
2001; Roll No. 92: 404–24.

H. Res. 129.—Designating minority membership on cer-
tain standing committees of the House. Passed House
May 2, 2001.

H. Res. 130.—Waiving a requirement of clause 6(a) of
rule XIII with respect to consideration of certain reso-
lutions reported from the Committee on Rules. Re-
ported from Rules May 3 (Legislative day of May 2),
2001; Rept. 107–54.

House Calendar ......................................................House 19

H. Res. 131.—Waiving a requirement of clause 6(a) of
rule XIII with respect to consideration of certain reso-
lutions reported from the Committee on Rules. Re-
ported from Rules May 4 (Legislative day of May 3),
2001; Rept. 107–56. House Calendar. Passed House
May 8, 2001; Roll No. 100: 214–200.

HOUSE RESOLUTIONS—Continued

H. Res. 134 (H. Con. Res. 83).—Providing for recom-
mittal of the conference report to accompany the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the
congressional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2002, revising the congressional
budget for the United States Government for fiscal
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate budgetary lev-
els for each of fiscal years 2003 through 2011. Re-
ported from Rules May 8, 2001; Rept. 107–58. House
Calendar. Passed House May 8, 2001; Roll No. 101:
409–1.

H. Res. 135 (H.R. 581).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 581) to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to use funds
appropriated for wildland fire management in the De-
partment of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 2001, to reimburse the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine
Fisheries Service to facilitate the interagency coopera-
tion required under the Endangered Species Act of
1973 in connection with wildland fire management.
Reported from Rules May 8, 2001; Rept. 107–59. House
Calendar. Passed House May 9, 2001.

H. Res. 136 (H. Con. Res. 83).—Waiving points of order
against the conference report to accompany the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States Government
for fiscal year 2002, revising the congressional budget
for the United States Government for fiscal year 2001,
and setting forth appropriate budgetary levels for each
of fiscal years 2003 through 2011. Reported from Rules
May 8, 2001; Rept. 107–61. House Calendar. Passed
House May 9, 2001; Roll No. 103: 218–208.

H. Res. 138 (H.R. 1646).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1646) to authorize appropriations for
the Department of State for fiscal years 2002 and
2003, and for other purposes. Reported from Rules
May 9, 2001; Rept. 107–62. House Calendar. Passed
House May 10, 2001; Roll No. 105: 226–192.

H. Res. 141 (H.R. 622).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 622) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to expand the adoption credit, and for
other purposes. Reported from Rules May 15, 2001;
Rept. 107–67.

House Calendar ......................................................House 25

H. Res. 142 (H.R. 1836).—Providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1836) to provide for reconciliation pursu-
ant to section 104 of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2002. Reported from Rules May
15, 2001; Rept. 107–68. House Calendar. Passed House
May 16, 2001; Roll No. 116: 220–207.

H. Res. 143 (H.R. 1).—Providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 1) to close the achievement gap with account-
ability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left
behind. Reported from Rules May 16, 2001; Rept.
107–69.

House Calendar ......................................................House 27
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SENATE BILLS

S. 1 (H.R. 1).—To extend programs and activities under
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
Reported from Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Mar. 28, 2001; Rept. 107–7. Considered May 2, 3, 4,
7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 2001.

S. 27.—To amend the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 to provide bipartisan campaign reform. Re-
ferred to Rules and Administration Jan. 22, 2001.
Committee discharged Mar. 19, 2001. Considered Mar.
19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 2001. Passed
Senate amended Apr. 2 (Legislative day of Mar. 30),
2001; Roll No. 64: 59–41.

S. 39 (H.R. 802).—To provide a national medal for public
safety officers who act with extraordinary valor above
and beyond the call of duty, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Judiciary Jan. 22, 2001. Reported
amended May 10, 2001; no written report. Passed Sen-
ate amended May 14, 2001. Received in House and
held at desk May 15, 2001.

S. 73.—To prohibit the provision of Federal funds to
any State or local educational agency that denies or
prevents participation in constitutional prayer in
schools. Ordered placed on the calendar Jan. 23, 2001.

S. 74.—To prohibit the provision of Federal funds to
any State or local educational agency that distributes
or provides morning-after pills to schoolchildren. Or-
dered placed on the calendar Jan. 23, 2001.

S. 75.—To protect the lives of unborn human beings.
Ordered placed on the calendar Jan. 23, 2001.

S. 76.—To make it a violation of a right secured by
the Constitution and laws of the United States to per-
form an abortion with the knowledge that the abortion
is being performed solely because of the gender of the
fetus. Ordered placed on the calendar Jan. 23, 2001.

S. 78.—To amend the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to make
preferential treatment an unlawful employment prac-
tice, and for other purposes. Ordered placed on the
calendar Jan. 23, 2001.

S. 79.—To encourage drug-free and safe schools. Ordered
placed on the calendar Jan. 23, 2001.

S. 143.—To amend the Securities Act of 1933 and the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, to reduce securities
fees in excess of those required to fund the operations
of the Securities and Exchange Commission, to adjust
compensation provisions for employees of the Commis-
sion, and for other purposes. Referred to Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs Jan. 22, 2001. Reported
amended Mar. 14, 2001; Rept. 107–3. Passed Senate
amended Mar. 22, 2001.

S. 149.—To provide authority to control exports, and for
other purposes. Referred to Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs Jan. 23, 2001. Reported amended Apr.
2 (Legislative day of Mar. 30), 2001; Rept. 107–10.

SENATE BILLS—Continued

S. 166.—To limit access to body armor by violent felons
and to facilitate the donation of Federal surplus body
armor to State and local law enforcement agencies.
Referred to the Judiciary Jan. 24, 2001. Reported
amended May 10, 2001; no written report. Passed Sen-
ate amended May 14, 2001. Received in House and
referred to the Judiciary and in addition to Govern-
ment Reform May 15, 2001.

S. 206.—To repeal the Public Utility Holding Company
Act of 1935, to enact the Public Utility Holding Com-
pany Act of 2001, and for other purposes. Referred
to Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Jan. 30, 2001.
Reported amended May 9, 2001; Rept. 107–15.

S. 219.—To suspend for two years the certification proce-
dures under section 490(b) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 in order to foster greater multilateral co-
operation in international counternarcotics programs,
and for other purposes. Referred to Foreign Relations
Jan. 30, 2001. Reported amended Apr. 5, 2001; no
written report.

S. 220 (H.R. 333) (S. 420).—To amend title 11, United
States Code, and for other purposes. Ordered placed
on the calendar Jan. 31, 2001.

S. 235.—To provide for enhanced safety, public aware-
ness, and environmental protection in pipeline trans-
portation, and for other purposes. Ordered placed on
the calendar Feb. 6, 2001. Passed Senate amended
Feb. 8, 2001; Roll No. 11: 98–0. Received in House
and held at desk Feb. 12, 2001. Referred to Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and in addition to Energy
and Commerce Feb. 13, 2001.

S. 248.—To amend the Admiral James W. Nance and
Meg Donovan Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, to adjust a condition on
the payment of arrearages to the United Nations that
sets the maximum share of any United Nations peace-
keeping operation’s budget that may be assessed of
any country. Referred to Foreign Relations Feb. 6,
2001. Reported Feb. 7, 2001; no written report. Passed
Senate Feb. 7, 2001; Roll No. 10: 99–0. Received in
House and referred to International Relations Feb. 8,
2001.

S. 279.—Affecting the representation of the majority and
minority membership of the Senate Members of the
Joint Economic Committee. Passed Senate Feb. 7,
2001. Received in House and held at desk Feb. 8,
2001. Passed House Feb. 14, 2001. Presented to the
President Mar. 1, 2001. Approved Mar. 13, 2001.
Public Law 107–3.

S. 295.—To provide emergency relief to small businesses
affected by significant increases in the prices of heat-
ing oil, natural gas, propane, and kerosene, and for
other purposes. Referred to Small Business Feb. 8,
2001. Reported amended Mar. 21, 2001; Rept. 107–4.
Passed Senate amended Mar. 26, 2001. Received in
House and referred to Small Business and in addition
to Agriculture Mar. 27, 2001.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:52 May 17, 2001 Jkt 089038 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 5863 Sfmt 5863 E:\HR\NSET\H17MY1.CAL pfrm02 PsN: H17MY1



HISTORY OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

No. Index Key and History of Bill No. Index Key and History of Bill

12–2

SENATE BILLS—Continued

S. 319.—To amend title 49, United States Code, to en-
sure that air carriers meet their obligations under the
Airline Customer Service Agreement, and provide im-
proved passenger service in order to meet public con-
venience and necessity. Referred to Commerce, Science
and Transportation Feb. 13, 2001. Reported amended
Apr. 26, 2001; Rept. 107–13.

S. 320.—To make technical corrections in patent, copy-
right, and trademark laws. Ordered placed on the cal-
endar Feb. 13, 2001. Passed Senate Feb. 14, 2001;
Roll No. 12: 98–0. Received in House and referred
to the Judiciary Feb. 26, 2001. Reported with amend-
ment Mar. 12, 2001; Rept. 107–18. Union Calendar.
Rules suspended. Passed House with amendment Mar.
14, 2001.

S. 328.—To amend the Coastal Zone Management Act.
Ordered placed on the calendar Feb. 15, 2001.

S. 350.—To amend the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 to
promote the cleanup and reuse of brownfields, to pro-
vide financial assistance for brownfields revitalization,
to enhance State response programs, and for other
purposes. Referred to Environment and Public Works
Feb. 15, 2001. Reported amended Mar. 12, 2001; Rept.
107–2. Passed Senate amended Apr. 25, 2001; Roll
No. 87: 99–0. Received in House and referred to En-
ergy and Commerce and in addition to Transportation
and Infrastructure Apr. 26, 2001.

S. 360.—To honor Paul D. Coverdell. Passed Senate Feb.
15, 2001. Received in House and referred to Inter-
national Relations and in addition to Education and
the Workforce Feb. 26, 2001.

S. 395.—To ensure the independence and nonpartisan
operation of the Office of Advocacy of the Small Busi-
ness Administration. Referred to Small Business Feb.
27, 2001. Reported amended Mar. 21, 2001; Rept.
107–5. Passed Senate amended Mar. 26, 2001. Re-
ceived in House and referred to Small Business Mar.
27, 2001.

S. 420 (H.R. 333) (S. 220).—To amend title II, United
States Code, and for other purposes. Reported from
the Judiciary Mar. 1, 2001; no written report. Consid-
ered Mar. 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 2001. Passed Senate
amended Mar. 15, 2001; Roll No. 36: 83–15. Received
in House and held at desk Mar. 20, 2001.

S. 560.—For the relief of Rita Mirembe Revell (a.k.a.
Margaret Rita Mirembe). Referred to the Judiciary
Mar. 19, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed Senate
Apr. 30, 2001. Received in House and referred to the
Judiciary May 1, 2001.

S. 700.—To establish a Federal interagency task force
for the purpose of coordinating actions to prevent the
outbreak of bovine spongiform encephalopathy (com-
monly known as ‘‘mad cow disease’’) and foot-and-
mouth disease in the United States. Ordered placed
on the calendar and passed Senate amended Apr. 5,
2001. Received in House and held at desk Apr. 24,
2001. Passed House May 9, 2001.

SENATE BILLS—Continued

S. 718.—To direct the National Institute of Standards
and Technology to establish a program to support re-
search and training in methods of detecting the use
of performance-enhancing drugs by athletes, and for
other purposes. Referred to Commerce, Science and
Transportation Apr. 5, 2001. Reported amended May
14, 2001; Rept. 107–16.

S. 763.—To amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to allow tax-free expenditures from education indi-
vidual retirement accounts for elementary and sec-
ondary school expenses, to increase the maximum an-
nual amount of contributions to such accounts, and
for other purposes. Reported from Finance Apr. 24,
2001; Rept. 107–12.

S. 872.—To amend the Public Health Service Act, the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, and
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to protect con-
sumers in managed care plans and other health cov-
erage. Ordered placed on the calendar May 15, 2001.
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTIONS

S.J. Res. 4.—Proposing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relating to contributions and
expenditures intended to affect elections. Referred to
the Judiciary Feb. 7, 2001. Committee discharged.
Failed of passage (two-thirds required) Mar. 26, 2001;
Roll No. 47: 40–56.

S.J. Res. 6 (H. Res. 79).—Providing for congressional
disapproval of the rule submitted by the Department
of Labor under chapter 8 of title 5, United States
Code, relating to ergonomics. Referred to Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Mar. 1, 2001. Committee
discharged. Ordered placed on the calendar Mar. 5,
2001. Passed Senate Mar. 6, 2001; Roll No. 15: 56–44.
Received in House and passed Mar. 7, 2001; Roll No.
33: 223–206. Presented to the President Mar. 9, 2001.
Approved Mar. 20, 2001. Public Law 107–5.
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS

S. Con. Res. 1.—To provide for the counting on January
6, 2001, of the electoral votes for President and Vice
President of the United States. Passed Senate Jan.
3, 2001. Received in House and passed Jan. 3, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 2.—To extend the life of the Joint Congres-
sional Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies and the
provisions of S. Con. Res. 90 of the One Hundred Sixth
Congress. Passed Senate Jan. 3, 2001. Received in
House and passed Jan. 3, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 6 (H. Con. Res. 15).—Expressing the sym-
pathy for the victims of the devastating earthquake
that struck India on January 26, 2001, and support
for ongoing aid efforts. Referred to Foreign Relations
Jan. 30, 2001. Reported Feb. 7, 2001; no written re-
port. Passed Senate Feb. 8, 2001. Received in House
and held at desk Feb. 12, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 7.—Expressing the sense of Congress that
the United States should establish an international
education policy to enhance national security and sig-
nificantly further United States foreign policy and
global competitiveness. Referred to Foreign Relations
Feb. 1, 2001. Reported amended Apr. 4, 2001; no writ-
ten report. Passed Senate amended Apr. 6, 2001. Re-
ceived in House and referred to International Relations
and in addition to Education and the Workforce Apr.
24, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 12 (H. Con. Res. 31).—Expressing the sense
of Congress regarding the importance of organ, tissue,
bone marrow, and blood donation, and supporting Na-
tional Donor Day. Passed Senate Feb. 14, 2001. Re-
ceived in House and referred to Energy and Commerce
Feb. 26, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 13.—Expressing the sense of Congress with
respect to the upcoming trip of President George W.
Bush to Mexico to meet with the newly elected Presi-
dent Vicente Fox, and with respect to future coopera-
tive efforts between the United States and Mexico.
Passed Senate Feb. 14, 2001. Received in House and
referred to International Relations Feb. 26, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 18.—Recognizing the achievements and con-
tributions of the Peace Corps over the past 40 years,
and for other purposes. Referred to Foreign Relations
Feb. 27, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed Senate
Feb. 28, 2001. Received in House and referred to Inter-
national Relations Mar. 1, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 20 (H. Con. Res. 83).—Setting forth the
congressional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2002. Referred to the Budget Mar.
5, 2001. Committee discharged. Ordered placed on the
calendar Apr. 2 (Legislative day of Mar. 30), 2001.

S. Con. Res. 22 (H. Con. Res. 47).—Honoring the 21
members of the National Guard who were killed in
the crash of a National Guard aircraft on March 3,
2001, in south-central Georgia. Referred to Armed
Services Mar. 7, 2001. Committee discharged. Passed
Senate Mar. 8, 2001. Received in House and held at
desk Mar. 12, 2001.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS—Continued

S. Con. Res. 23.—Expressing the sense of Congress with
respect to the involvement of the Government in Libya
in the terrorist bombing of Pan Am Flight 103, and
for other purposes. Referred to Foreign Relations Mar.
13, 2001. Reported Apr. 3, 2001; no written report.
Passed Senate Apr. 6, 2001. Received in House and
referred to International Relations Apr. 24, 2001.

S. Con. Res. 25.—Honoring the service of the 1,200 sol-
diers of the 48th Infantry Brigade of the Georgia Army
National Guard as they deploy to Bosnia for nine
months, recognizing their sacrifice while away from
their jobs and families during that deployment, and
recognizing the important role of all National Guard
and Reserve personnel at home and abroad to the na-
tional security of the United States. Passed Senate
Mar. 15, 2001. Received in House and referred to
Armed Services Mar. 19, 2001.
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SEC. 15

HISTORY OF BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

No. Index Key and History of Bill No. Index Key and History of Bill

15–1

SENATE RESOLUTIONS

S. Res. 1.—Informing the President of the United States
that a quorum of each House is assembled. Passed
Senate Jan. 3, 2001.

S. Res. 2.—Informing the House of Representatives that
a quorum of the Senate is assembled. Passed Senate
Jan. 3, 2001.

S. Res. 5.—Notifying the House of Representatives of
the election of a President pro tempore of the Senate.
Passed Senate Jan. 3, 2001.

S. Res. 10.—Notifying the House of Representatives of
the election of a President pro tempore of the Senate.
Passed Senate Jan. 20 (Legislative day of Jan. 8),
2001.

S. Res. 12.—Relative to the death of Alan Cranston,
former United States Senator for the State of Cali-
fornia. Passed Senate Jan. 22, 2001.
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SEC. 16

REPORTED  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS  WHICH  HAVE  BEEN  REFERRED
TO  COMMITTEES  UNDER  TIME  LIMITATIONS

No. Index Key and History of Bill No. Index Key and History of Bill

(16–1)

HOUSE BILLS

H.R. 718.—To protect individuals, families, and Internet
service providers from unsolicited and unwanted elec-
tronic mail. Referred to Energy and Commerce and
in addition to the Judiciary Feb. 14, 2001. Reported
amended from Energy and Commerce Apr. 4, 2001;
Rept. 107–41, Pt. I. Referral to the Judiciary extended
Apr. 4, 2001 for a period ending not later than June
5, 2001.

H.R. 981.—To provide a biennial budget for the United
States Government. Referred to the Budget and in ad-
dition to Rules, and Government Reform Mar. 13,
2001. Referral to the Budget extended Apr. 4, 2001
for a period ending not later than Sept. 5, 2001.

H.R. 1088.—To amend the Securities Exchange Act of
1934 to reduce fees collected by the Securities and
Exchange Commission, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to Financial Services Mar. 19, 2001. Reported
amended May 1, 2001; Rept. 107–52, Pt. I. Referred
to Government Reform May 1, 2001 for a period ending
not later than May 2, 2001. Referral extended May
2, 2001 for a period ending not later than May 8,
2001. Referral extended May 8, 2001 for a period end-
ing not later than May 9, 2001. Referral extended May
9, 2001 for a period ending not later than May 10,
2001. Referral extended May 10, 2001 for a period
ending not later than May 18, 2001.
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SEC. 17

BILLS IN CONFERENCE

Jefferson’s Manual, sec. XLVI (Rules and Manual of the House of Representatives, sec. 555):
‘‘And in all cases of conference asked after a vote of disagreement, etc., the conferees of the House asking

it are to leave the papers with the conferees of the other * * *.’’
The House agreeing to the conference acts on the report before the House requesting a conference.

(17–1)

FIRST SESSION
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* Marked dates indicate days House in session.
Total Legislative Days 49.
Total Calendar Days 50.

** May 3 and 4 were one legislative day.

2001

SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE DAYS
MAY 2001

Tuesday, 1st
Private Calendar—Suspensions.

Wednesday, 2nd
Calendar Wednesday.

Monday, 7th
Suspensions.

Tuesday, 8th
Corrections Calendar—Suspensions.

Wednesday, 9th
Calendar Wednesday.

Monday, 14th
Discharge Calendar—District of Columbia

Business—Suspensions.
Tuesday, 15th

Private Calendar—Suspensions.

Wednesday, 16th
Calendar Wednesday.

Monday, 21st
Suspensions.

Tuesday, 22nd
Corrections Calendar—Suspensions.

Wednesday, 23rd
Calendar Wednesday.

Monday, 28th
Discharge Calendar—District of Columbia

Business—Suspensions.
Tuesday, 29th

Suspensions.
Wednesday, 30th

Calendar Wednesday.

1 2 3—– 4 5 6—– 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

14 15 16 17 18 19 20—– 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
21 22 23 24 25 26 27 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
28 29 30—– 31—– 29 30 31

FEBRUARY AUGUST
1 2 3 1 2 3 4

4 5 6—– 7—– 8—– 9 10 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
11 12—– 13—– 14—– 15 16 17 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
18 19 20 21 22 23 24 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
25 26—– 27—– 28—– 26 27 28 29 30 31

MARCH SEPTEMBER
1—– 2 3 1

4 5—– 6—– 7—– 8—– 9 10 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
11 12—– 13—– 14—– 15—– 16 17 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
18 19—– 20—– 21—– 22—– 23 24 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
25 26—– 27—– 28—– 29—– 30—– 31 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30

APRIL OCTOBER
1 2 3—– 4—– 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
22 23 24—– 25—– 26—– 27—– 28 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
29 30 28 29 30 31

MAY NOVEMBER
1—– 2—– [3—– 4]—– 5 1 2 3

6 7—– 8—– 9—– 10—– 11 12 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
13 14—– 15—– 16—– 17—– 18 19 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
20 21 22 23 24 25 26 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
27 28 29 30 31 25 26 27 28 29 30

JUNE DECEMBER
1 2 1

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30 31
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable MIKE 
CRAPO, a Senator from the State of 
Idaho. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by our guest 
Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel H. Mil-
ler, Moss Bluff Assembly of God, Moss 
Bluff, LA. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Eternal God, blessed are You Lord, 
King of the Universe. We humbly ask 
for forgiveness for our sins as individ-
uals and as a nation. We thank You for 
Your blessings, love, and mercy for 
each of us. We are reminded of our 
great heritage as one nation under God 
and thank You for Your blessings on 
America. We thank You for all of our 
governmental officials at every level, 
and we depend on You, O mighty God, 
for guidance and direction. 

Father, I ask Your Holy Spirit, Great 
Counselor, to direct each Member of 
this Senate today, each man and each 
woman, as they see Your divine will, 
wisdom, and perspective on the issues 
we have before us as a nation. As Dan-
iel of old prayed, ‘‘Blessed be the name 
of God forever and ever; for wisdom and 
might are His.’’ We rejoice in the Sen-
ators who seek to be right with You so 
they will know what is right for our 
Nation. 

Lord, the days we live in are chal-
lenging to every individual’s faith. 
Help us to look beyond merely the sec-
ular realm. I pray that the secularity 
would not replace spirituality. Give us 
humble mindedness in place of human-
istic materialism. 

Now on this day, O Lord, we come to 
You on behalf of our Nation asking for 
divine wisdom for every person in this 
Senate Chamber. Grant them wisdom 
and courage to face the challenges of 
this hour. Even though You have given 
us incredible intelligence, we cannot 
hope to find the way without Your 

help, O Lord. Grant us now a brilliant 
clarity of mind, a rich sweetness of 
spirit, and a compassionate peace in 
our souls for the challenges we must 
face together for the good of these 
United States of America. In the pre-
cious name of Jesus we pray. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 17, 2001. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, to perform the 
duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CRAPO thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska. 

THANKING THE GUEST CHAPLAIN 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, for the 
leader we thank the visiting Chaplain 
for his prayer. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. STEVENS. Today the Senate will 
begin final remarks on the Dayton 
amendment with regard to IDEA, with 
a vote to occur momentarily. There 
will then be brief remarks and a vote 
on the Voinovich amendment on Head 
Start. Therefore, Senators may expect 
two votes at approximately 9:05 a.m. 
Under the order, Senator BYRD will be 
recognized for up to 30 minutes fol-
lowing these votes. The Senate will 
then begin the 20 hours of consider-
ation of the reconciliation bill. Sen-
ators may expect votes throughout the 
day and into this evening in an effort 
to use a significant amount of the time 
on the reconciliation bill. A vote on 
final passage is expected no later than 
Monday night. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. I yield the floor. 

f 

BETTER EDUCATION FOR 
STUDENTS AND TEACHERS ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will now resume con-
sideration of S. 1, which the clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

Pending: 
Jeffords amendment No. 358, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
Kennedy (for Dodd) amendment No. 382 (to 

amendment No. 358), to remove the 21st cen-
tury community learning center program 
from the list of programs covered by per-
formance agreements. 

Biden amendment No. 386 (to amendment 
No. 358), to establish school-based partner-
ships between local law enforcement agen-
cies and local school systems, by providing 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5026 May 17, 2001 
school resource officers who operate in and 
around elementary and secondary schools. 

Voinovich amendment No. 389 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to modify provisions relating 
to State applications and plans and school 
improvement to provide for the input of the 
Governor of the State involved. 

Reed amendment No. 425 (to amendment 
No. 358), to revise provisions regarding the 
Reading First Program. 

Leahy (for Hatch) amendment No. 424 (to 
amendment No. 358), to provide for the estab-
lishment of additional Boys and Girls Clubs 
of America. 

Helms amendment No. 574 (to amendment 
No. 358), to prohibit the use of Federal funds 
by any State or local educational agency or 
school that discriminates against the Boy 
Scouts of America in providing equal access 
to school premises or facilities. 

Helms amendment No. 648 (to amendment 
No. 574), in the nature of a substitute. 

Dorgan amendment No. 640 (to amendment 
No. 358), expressing the sense of the Senate 
that there should be established a joint com-
mittee of the Senate and House of Represent-
atives to investigate the rapidly increasing 
energy prices across the country and to de-
termine what is causing the increases. 

Wellstone/Feingold amendment No. 465 (to 
amendment No. 358), to improve the provi-
sions relating to assessment completion bo-
nuses. 

Voinovich amendment No. 443 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to extend loan forgiveness 
for certain loans to Head Start teachers. 

Dayton modified amendment No. 622 (to 
amendment No. 358), to amend the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act to fully 
fund 40 percent of the average per pupil ex-
penditure for programs under part B of such 
Act. 

Hutchinson modified amendment No. 555 
(to amendment No. 358), to express the sense 
of the Senate regarding the Department of 
Education program to promote access of 
Armed Forces recruiters to student directory 
information. 

Bond modified amendment No. 476 (to 
amendment No. 358), to strengthen early 
childhood parent education programs. 

Feinstein modified amendment No. 369 (to 
amendment No. 358), to specify the purposes 
for which funds provided under subpart 1 of 
part A of title I may be used. 

AMENDMENT NO. 622 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand it, 

we have 3 minutes; is that correct? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to re-

serve 30 seconds of the time and have 2 
and a half minutes for the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Each side has 1 and a half min-
utes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to then 
give 1 minute of my time to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be 3 minutes of explanation 
prior to the vote on or in relation to 
the Dayton amendment No. 622. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. DAYTON. I thank the Chair. 
I thank the Senator from Massachu-

setts who long before I came to this 
body was championing the cause of 
American schoolchildren, and also his 

colleague, the chairman of the com-
mittee, the Senator from Vermont, and 
the Senators from Iowa and Nebraska, 
who coauthored the earlier IDEA 
amendment. I just want to take their 
excellent idea and make it even better. 

My amendment would accelerate 
their timetable and mandate 40-percent 
Federal funding for the cost of special 
education in 2 years instead of waiting 
for 6 years. Why? Because this promise 
was made 25 years ago when the Fed-
eral mandates under IDEA were en-
acted. 

Congress then promised the State 
and local school districts that the Fed-
eral Government would pay for 40 per-
cent of their costs. A quarter century 
later, Federal funding for special edu-
cation costs average 12 percent nation-
wide, only 9 percent in my home state 
of Minnesota. That broken promise af-
fects every schoolchild and every 
school in Minnesota and, I expect, our 
entire country. Since every school 
must provide special education services 
to every child who needs them, those 
missing dollars must, in Minnesota, be 
taken away from other funding for reg-
ular education programs. Every stu-
dent in Minnesota gets shortchanged 
because the Federal Government has 
not kept its promise. 

Now, I’m told that I may be asked: 
Where will this money come from? 
Well, Mr. President, I’m a brand new 
Senator, and this is my very first 
amendment to come up for a vote on 
the Senate floor. So, I’ll admit my ig-
norance. But, I cannot for the life of 
me, figure out how, in a budget which 
projects a $5.6 trillion surplus during 
the next ten years—$2.1 trillion for so- 
called discretionary spending—there 
isn’t enough money for special edu-
cation. 

Later today, I’m told, we’ll be voting 
on a $1.35 trillion tax cut. Where will 
that money come from? From the 
American taxpayers, obviously. So, I’m 
willing to ask the American Taxpayer, 
are you willing to share this surplus 
with American’s neediest children? I’m 
confident that, in Minnesota, the an-
swer would be an overwhelming ‘‘Yes.’’ 
Yes, there is enough money available 
to us for tax reduction and funding for 
special education. 

To the Members of the Senate today, 
and to the House and Senate conferees: 
Can’t you find room in your hearts and 
in your budget to fulfill a twenty-five 
year broken promise to the children of 
America with disabilities and with spe-
cial needs. And to the dedicated teach-
ers who devote their lives to reaching 
and teaching them. 

We have the money to fund this com-
mitment. This is not a budget decision. 
This is a values decision. This is a pri-
orities decision. 

If we aren’t willing to finally fulfill a 
twenty-five year broken promise to 
America’s school children with a small 
part of a $5.6 trillion surplus, then we 
have no one to blame, but ourselves. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of my 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. 

Mr. DAYTON. I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Massachusetts 
is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I re-
gret that I will have to oppose the 
amendment by Senator DAYTON. I 
agree with the intent—to fully fund 
IDEA as quickly as possible—but it 
does it too quickly and undermines the 
Hagel-Harkin amendment that was al-
ready passed on this bill. The Hagel- 
Harkin amendment provides the full 
funding in 6 years. That is a reasonable 
yet ambitious timeframe, and it has bi-
partisan support. 

I commend Senator DAYTON for his 
dedication to provide full funding, but 
I don’t think it can be done in 2 years, 
so I will oppose the amendment in 
order to preserve the bipartisan com-
mitment to fully fund IDEA in 6 years 
as passed in the Hagel-Harkin amend-
ment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Minnesota returns us to 
a very important issue that we dis-
cussed at some length at the outset of 
the bill before us. Like the Hagel-Har-
kin amendment which was adopted and 
incorporated as part of the pending 
substitute, the amendment would con-
vert the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act to a mandatory spend-
ing program. 

Unlike the amendment we adopted 2 
weeks ago, the Dayton amendment 
would provide for full funding of IDEA 
in 2 years. While I fully support that 
goal, I believe it is too ambitious a 
timetable. 

As we have seen in vote after vote 
over the past 2 weeks, the Senate be-
lieves there are several important 
funding priorities in education ahead. 
Neither the budget we adopted nor any 
budget we are likely to adopt in the fu-
ture can accommodate the increase the 
Senator seeks. Yet at the same time we 
need to fulfill our commitment to fully 
fund IDEA, we also need to meet our 
obligation under title I for teacher 
training, recruitment, and retention, 
for afterschool care, early education, 
and a host of other priorities. 

So while I support the goal, I think 
the path taken by the Hagel-Harkin 
amendment is more reasonable and 
still very ambitious. I believe we can 
keep it, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote against the Dayton amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND) is 
necessarily absent. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5027 May 17, 2001 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 65, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 110 Leg.] 
YEAS—34 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Cantwell 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feinstein 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 

Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 

NAYS—65 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lott 
Lugar 

McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Cleland 

The amendment (No. 622) was re-
jected. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Could we have order, 
Mr. President? We have another 
amendment now that we intend to vote 
on. There is a brief moment or two of 
explanation, and I think the Members 
should have the opportunity to listen 
to the proponents of it. Could we have 
order? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order. Sen-
ators please take their conversations 
off the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 443 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be 3 minutes for explanation 
prior to a vote on or in relation to the 
Voinovich amendment No. 443. 

The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, ac-

cording to the experts, focusing on the 
earliest years of a child’s life can make 
the greatest difference in that child’s 
development and learning. One pro-
gram we all know that makes a dif-
ference is Head Start. 

In my State, we think so much of 
Head Start, that when I left office as 
Governor, Ohio was the only State in 
the Nation where every eligible child 
whose parents wanted them to be in 
the program had a slot open to them. 

Unfortunately, Head Start programs 
typically have a hard time recruiting 
teachers with a bachelor’s or a mas-
ter’s degree generally because of the 
pay differential between Head Start 

teachers and elementary and secondary 
school teachers. 

For example, in Ohio today, only 11.3 
percent of Head Start teachers have a 
bachelor’s degree. Nationally, it is 22 
percent. That needs to change. 

The amendment Senator FEINSTEIN 
and I have offered is designed to en-
courage college students working on a 
bachelor’s or a master’s degree to be-
come a Head Start teacher. 

In exchange for a 5-year teaching 
commitment in a qualified Head Start 
program, a college graduate with a 
bachelor’s degree or a master’s degree 
could have up to $5,000 of their Federal 
student loan waived. 

President Bush has pledged to im-
prove the cognitive components of 
Head Start, and to do that, we have to 
have better teachers. 

Hopefully, the $5,000 incentive in our 
amendment will help us reach the 
President’s goal of no child left behind. 

I urge my colleagues to support our 
amendment. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from California. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California is 
recognized. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to co-sponsor this amend-
ment with Senators VOINOVICH, BAU-
CUS, COCHRAN, LANDRIEU, MURRAY, and 
CORZINE. 

This amendment is simple. We are 
merely trying to expand the current 
Federal loan forgiveness program to in-
clude Head Start teachers. Elementary 
and secondary school teachers cur-
rently benefit under the Federal loan 
forgiveness program. We think that 
Head Start teachers should be afforded 
the same opportunity. 

In exchange for 5 years of teaching, 
Head Start teachers could have up to 
$5,000 of their Federal student loans 
forgiven. By offering Head Start teach-
ers the same loan forgiveness benefit, I 
believe, we will encourage more college 
graduates to enter the field. 

New educational requirements were 
included in the 1998 reauthorization of 
the Head Start Program. By 2003, 50 
percent of Head Start teachers will be 
required to have an associate or 2-year 
degree, a bachelor’s, or an advanced de-
gree. 

How can we ask low-paid Head Start 
teachers to go back to school to finish 
their bachelor’s degree or college stu-
dents to enter the field if we cannot 
even offer them the same loan forgive-
ness already afforded to elementary 
and secondary school teachers? 

Head Start is one of the most impor-
tant Federal programs because it has 
the potential to reach children early in 
their formative years when their cog-
nitive skills are just developing. 

I believe we must continue to im-
prove the cognitive learning aspects of 
the Head Start program so that chil-
dren leave the program able to count 
to ten, to recognize sizes and colors, 
and to recite the alphabet. To ensure 
cognitive learning, we must continue 

to raise the standards for Head Start 
teachers. 

Offering Head Start teachers similar 
compensation for their educational 
achievements and expenses afforded to 
other teachers is one step to encour-
aging collage graduates to become 
Head Start teachers. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to applaud the Senator from 
Ohio for his recognition of the need to 
provide incentives to attract individ-
uals to the worthy cause of teaching in 
the critical early years of learning. As 
Senator KENNEDY has already noted, 
we have over 100 amendments filed to 
this legislation which are not germane. 
While I support many of these amend-
ments, including the Voinovich amend-
ment on loan forgiveness for Head 
Start teachers, I think that it is impor-
tant that the Senate stay focused on 
the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. I look 
forward to debating and supporting the 
Senator from Ohio during the debate 
on the reauthorization of the Head 
Start Program. However, today I will 
lend my support to Senator KENNEDY’s 
efforts to keep this education bill from 
languishing under the load of non-
germane amendments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 
The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
going to support this amendment as an 
amendment on the reauthorization of 
the Head Start bill. Currently, we are 
providing loan forgiveness now for ele-
mentary and secondary teachers when 
they go into underserved areas. We also 
had an offset on that. This amendment 
does not have an offset. We ought to 
have an offset. It ought to be on the 
Head Start bill. 

Also, we are trying to keep only ger-
mane amendments in this bill. This is 
not germane. We have 100 amendments 
which are not germane, many of which 
I will agree with. But on this par-
ticular occasion, I hope this will not be 
accepted. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
agree with the statement just made by 
my friend from Massachusetts. 

Senator VOINOVICH has been a lead-
er—both as Governor and as a Sen-
ator—in recognizing the critical need 
to improve the quality of the care and 
education we provide to our youngest 
children. The amendment he offers 
with Senator FEINSTEIN would address 
this vital issue. 

My colleagues are absolutely correct 
that the key to a child’s achievement 
in elementary school is found in the 
years prior to going to school, espe-
cially at ages 3 and 4. 

But as I mentioned 2 days ago during 
the debate on another amendment, I 
have agreed to oppose amendments to 
this bill that are not directly relevant, 
and, therefore, I must reluctantly op-
pose Senator VOINOVICH’s amendment. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, have 

the yeas and nays been ordered on the 
amendment? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 443. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 76, 

nays 24, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 111 Leg.] 

YEAS—76 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 

NAYS—24 

Bayh 
Bond 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
Ensign 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Frist 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Jeffords 

Kennedy 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Nickles 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 443) was agreed 
to. 

f 

RESTORING EARNINGS TO LIFT IN-
DIVIDUALS AND EMPOWER FAMI-
LIES (RELIEF) ACT OF 2001 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLEN). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to the consider-
ation of H.R. 1836, which the clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1836) to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 104 of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
2002. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
West Virginia, Mr. BYRD, is recognized 
to speak for up to 30 minutes, with the 
time not being charged to the rec-
onciliation bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, may 
we have order so the Senator from 
West Virginia can be heard. This is an 
enormously important issue and the 
Senator has thought long and hard 
about it. The Senator is entitled to be 
heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. Senators will take 
their conversations off the floor. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the very distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts for his thoughtfulness, 
his consideration. I thank the Chair. I 
also thank those Senators who are lis-
tening, even though they may not be in 
this Chamber. I thank the majority 
leader for arranging for me to have this 
time without its being charged against 
the time on the reconciliation bill. 

Mr. President, the day before yester-
day, Americans turned on their tele-
vision sets to see live coverage of a 
runaway freight train traveling 
through northwestern Ohio. I saw it. 
Many of you saw it. Nobody was at the 
controls and officials were failing in 
their attempts to stop the train. To 
make matters worse, the train was car-
rying toxic chemicals. News stations 
were bracing for disaster. The safety 
mechanisms put into place to prevent 
such a scenario were not working. 
Local and emergency personnel were 
left simply to block highway intersec-
tions, to issue warnings, and to let the 
runaway train rumble through, endan-
gering the environment, endangering 
the infrastructure of whatever cities or 
small towns happened to be in the way, 
and endangering the lives of citizens. 

Mr. President, the Senate, today, 
faces its own runaway train. These tax 
cuts have been on the fast track since 
they were first proposed in the snows 
of New Hampshire during last year’s 
campaign. A budget resolution was 
rushed through this body to authorize 
this tax cut bill, bypassing the Budget 
Committee, and without the benefit of 
the President’s detailed budget, or any 
analysis from the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, or the Congressional Budget 
Office. Senate Democrats were then ex-
cluded from the conference committee 
to further expedite the process. 

Mr. President, I was talking with one 
of our new Members about the concur-
rent resolution on the budget, and 
about the fact that the members of the 
Budget Committee representing the 
minority were excluded. This was a rel-
atively new Member in this Senate. He 
said, ‘‘I was disturbed by that.’’ But he 
said, ‘‘The Democrats did it when they 
were in power. That is what they tell 
me.’’ 

Mr. President, not a word by those 
who say that was done by the Demo-
crats when they were in control—not a 
word—is true. The Democrats, when 
they were in control, never excluded 
the then minority from the conferences 
or from the committees with respect to 
the budget. I was majority leader and 
it was not in my makeup; it would be 
totally alien to me to exclude the mi-
nority, when I stand up so many times, 
as I have over the years, to say that 
the Senate is the protector of minori-
ties, the Senate protects the minority’s 
rights. 

I have read about those tales told by 
some Senators—often, the aides of the 
minority—who are presently in the mi-
nority who said: Well, BYRD did this; 
BYRD did this. Those Members were not 

even in the Senate when BYRD was ma-
jority leader. They were not here. 
Three-fifths of the Senate makeup 
today were not here when Byrd was 
majority leader, were not here when 
Senator Mansfield was majority leader, 
were not here when Lyndon Johnson 
was majority leader. So much for that. 

The safety mechanisms that the Sen-
ate put into place to prevent such a 
reconciliation disaster have been dis-
abled, and there seems little anyone 
can do but issue warnings, and watch 
the train rumble through, endangering 
our Nation’s infrastructure invest-
ments and our Nation’s fiscal sound-
ness. 

The tax cuts that are involved here— 
and let me say parenthetically that I 
like to vote for tax cuts. Over the 55 
years I have been in public office, I 
have voted for a several tax cuts, and it 
is always a great pleasure to do that. 

Let me say this. I respect every Sen-
ator in this body, no matter if he dis-
agrees with me, no matter if he votes 
for this tax cut. I respect his or her de-
cision on that matter. I found when I 
was majority leader, that the Senator 
who hurt me today by his vote saved 
me tomorrow. I say what I say today 
with great respect. 

I am not against all tax cuts, but I 
am against this one, this colossal tax 
cut that is based on projections over 10 
years away when we cannot even 
project the economy 1 year away or 6 
months away. It is like the weather. 
These things are really unpredictable. 

This is a tax cut that threatens to ig-
nite an explosion in the national debt 
and blow up the economy as resources 
are squandered and long-term problems 
are ignored. 

Mr. President, a few days ago, the 
Senate passed the FY 2002 budget reso-
lution, and even before Senators had 
voted, there was little reason to believe 
that this body would abide by the rev-
enue levels set forth in that budget res-
olution. Senators were openly talking 
about how tax cuts would exceed those 
authorized in the budget resolution. 

In other words, Mr. President, that 
budget resolution was a sham. Its pri-
mary purpose was to authorize a rec-
onciliation bill by which this body 
would pass a massive tax cut bill that 
could not be passed as a free standing 
bill. This $1.35 trillion tax cut could 
not be passed in this Senate as a free-
standing bill. 

Section 103 of the FY 2002 budget res-
olution allows the Republican leader-
ship to bring this massive $1.35 trillion 
tax cut bill to the floor as a reconcili-
ation bill. And why is it so important 
to that leadership? Because section 103 
permits the Republican leadership to 
bring the tax cut bill to the floor with, 
at most, 20 hours of debate. And rec-
onciliation allows time to be yielded 
back on a nondebatable motion. Sec-
tion 103 makes sure that the bill can-
not be filibustered. So section 103 
makes sure that 51 votes will be 
enough to pass the tax cut bill. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
most important feature of the budget 
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resolution for the Republican leader-
ship was the provision that allows the 
leadership to muzzle debate on a bill 
that will change the fiscal landscape of 
this Nation for a generation and by so 
doing, to thwart the will of the minor-
ity in this Senate. 

Under our Constitution, under our 
Senate rules and precedents, under our 
laws, it is the Senate that is supposed 
to ensure that complex bills have a 
thorough debate. The people are enti-
tled to that. Yet, this tax bill will not 
get the debate that it so richly de-
serves. In all likelihood, it will be 
passed before midnight of this black 
day. 

Under the Congressional Budget Act, 
reconciliation bills are limited to 20 
hours of debate. The 20 hours can be re-
duced by a nondebatable motion. We 
have a $5.6 trillion gross debt, $20,062 
for every man, woman, boy, and girl in 
this country; to put it another way, it 
represents $929 for every man, woman, 
boy, and girl in the world; $929 for 
every man, woman, boy, and girl in the 
world! The budget resolution and this 
$1.35 trillion tax bill will result in an 
increase in that gross debt to $6.7 tril-
lion in 2011, or over $22,000 per person 
in this country. 

Was that budget resolution a dis-
ciplined plan for tax policy? No. It 
squandered potential surpluses on a 
$1.35 trillion tax cut that is conven-
iently drafted to have exploding costs 
in the outyears. 

I probably will not be here. Many of 
us will not be here when that time 
comes in the outyears. Some Senators 
will be defeated—mark my word—be-
cause of the votes they will cast on 
this bill. 

Over 61 percent of the revenue losses 
contained in the tax cut bill will come 
in the second 5 years of the 10-year 
plan. Tax reductions grow from $10 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2001 to $186 billion in 
fiscal year 2011. The Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities estimates that in 
the second 10 years—get this—in the 
second 10 years, from 2012 to 2021, the 
key years when Social Security will be 
in jeopardy—hear me now, you elderly 
citizens; hear me, you young people 
whose parents will become elderly, who 
may be already elderly and when you, 
too, will become elderly, if God blesses 
you to live long enough—the key years 
when Social Security and Medicare 
will be in jeopardy, the revenue losses 
will total $4.1 trillion. 

How long does it take to count a tril-
lion dollars at the rate of $1 per sec-
ond? Thirty-two thousand years! 

This is a bear trap. This bill could 
just get 10 hours of debate. If the ma-
jority wishes to yield back its time, 
the minority will have 10 hours. It is 
that plain and simple. So why do we 
have a reconciliation bill process that 
limits debate? What was the common 
good that warranted our sacrificing our 
tradition of full debate in this Senate? 

I helped to craft the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. I can assure Sen-
ators that the authors of that act did 

not intend the reconciliation process to 
be used for a large tax cut. That was 
called the Budget Reform Act of 1974. 
Well, if it was called, as it was, the 
Budget Reform Act, surely it did not 
intend to be used to pass colossal tax 
cuts. 

The intent in creating the House and 
Senate Budget Committees, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and the budg-
et and reconciliation process was to as-
sert Congress’ prerogatives in the 
budget process. The Constitution vests 
in the Congress the power over the 
purse. That is a power for which our 
English forbears fought and spilled 
their blood at the point of the sword, 
to wrest from tyrannical monarchies 
the power of the purse and place it in 
the hands of the people’s elected rep-
resentatives in the House of Commons. 

Yet, in the recent years before the 
passage of this Budget Act—I was here. 
I was here. I didn’t just read about it; 
I was here; Senator KENNEDY was here; 
a few other Senators were here—in the 
recent years before the passage of the 
Budget Act, the power of the purse was 
being usurped more and more by the 
executive branch. There were deferrals 
of appropriations; there were rescis-
sions of appropriations. Made by 
whom? The Chief Executive. And so 
Congress got its belly full of that and 
passed the reconciliation process. The 
Budget Reform Act was established. 

The reconciliation process was estab-
lished as a mechanism to make sure 
that the goals set out in the budget 
resolution were implemented through 
the spending and tax bills that fol-
lowed. It allowed the Congress to es-
tablish enforceable reconciliation in-
structions on the authorizing commit-
tees so that both spending and revenue 
targets would be achieved. The rec-
onciliation bill was intended to be a 
tool to reconcile any differences be-
tween those goals and the final bill. 
Most importantly, reconciliation pro-
vided a tool to deal with persistent 
budget deficits. 

As a deficit-fighting tool, reconcili-
ation has proved to be quite effective. 
Since 1980, reconciliation bills have 
been passed and signed into law 14 
times, resulting in trillions of dollars 
of savings. 

Regrettably, in recent years the Sen-
ate Republican leadership has chosen 
to take a course that has fostered po-
litical polarization. In 1999, a reconcili-
ation bill was used to consider a $792 
billion omnibus tax cut, targeted to 
the wealthy, that would have slowed 
the progress on reducing the debt. It 
was vetoed. In 2000, the reconciliation 
process was again used for huge tax 
cuts and, again, the bill was vetoed. 

The desire to limit the rights of Sen-
ators—and when we limit the rights of 
a Senator in the chair or the Senator 
from Massachusetts or the Senator 
from Georgia or the Senator from New 
Jersey or the Senator from Nevada or 
other Senators—we limit the rights of 
the people they represent. Limit my 
rights in this body and you limit 1.8 

million West Virginians’ rights in this 
body. 

In both 1999 and 2000, the appropria-
tions process ended with large omnibus 
appropriations conference reports that 
were unamendable and contained bills 
and issues that had never been before 
the Senate. 

What are we doing to the Senate 
process? What are we doing to the leg-
islative process? What are we doing to 
the rules and precedents of the Senate? 
We are ignoring them. We are making 
them irrelevant. 

In the Consolidated Appropriations 
Act for fiscal year 2000, five appropria-
tions bills were included, along with 
numerous non-appropriations bills such 
as a State Department Authorization 
bill, arms control compliance legisla-
tion, and Superfund recycling rules. 
Last year, three bills were included in 
the Consolidated Appropriations Act 
for Fiscal Year 2001 along with Medi-
care and Medicaid reforms and new tax 
legislation establishing new tax ex-
penditures. One of those Appropria-
tions bills, the Treasury/General Gov-
ernment Appropriations Bill had never 
been taken up in this Senate. 

Now this is no way for the Senate to 
take care of the Nation’s business. We 
should do better. All of us, majority 
and minority alike, should seek to pro-
tect the institution of the Senate. This 
Senate is going to be here long after 
the Presiding Officer has served his 
tenure here. The Senate will be here 
long after the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has been forgotten. This Senate 
will be here, it will stand. We should 
remember that the Senate is for the 
people, all the people, the people who 
are yet unborn. We hold their rights in 
our hand. We should not bend our rules 
to promote the partisan political goals 
of the moment. 

In the 107th Congress, this Congress, 
we should insist on our rights as Sen-
ators for a full debate. Last year we 
took direct action to address the issue 
of omnibus appropriations containing 
matters that had not been before the 
Senate by reasserting rule XXVIII. I 
thank the majority leader and the mi-
nority leader and Senator STEVENS for 
joining with me in reasserting, reinsti-
tuting, rule XXVIII last year. 

This year the Senate approved my 
amendment to the budget resolution to 
extend debate on the reconciliation bill 
to 50 hours and to limit the so-called 
vote-aramas by ensuring that amend-
ments were printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD for all Senators to see. 
Sadly, my amendment was dropped 
during the closed-door conference be-
tween the two Houses. Senators should 
have an opportunity at length to de-
bate and to amend the tax cut legisla-
tion. 

Why is the Republican leadership in-
sisting on using the reconciliation 
process for tax cut legislation? What 
are they afraid of? The Republican 
leadership did not hide behind a rec-
onciliation bill for President Reagan’s 
tax cut. Senator Howard Baker was the 
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majority leader at that time. They 
didn’t hide behind a reconciliation. 
They brought it up as a freestanding 
bill. 

In 1981, President Reagan sent to 
Congress a large tax cut proposal and 
numerous proposals to cut spending. 
The Congress used the reconciliation 
process, the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981, to debate the spend-
ing cuts. The tax cuts, however, were 
fully debated as a freestanding bill, the 
Economic Recovery Tax Act, without 
depending on reconciliation. There 
were 118 amendments debated over 12 
days. What a difference. 

The American people elect their rep-
resentatives to come to Washington to 
debate the issues that affect their daily 
lives. They did not elect Senators to be 
rubberstamped. That is why I say to 
every Senator, every new Senator: Re-
member one thing. You don’t serve 
under any President. You serve with 
the President. 

I have served with 11 of them, count-
ing the current one. The Senate is not 
a quivering body of humble subjects 
who must obey. They only must obey 
the people who send them here. We 
should not short circuit debate on a 
bill that will hit home in the pocket-
book for decades to come. 

In the Federalist No. 10—there were 
85 Federalist Papers, I urge Senators to 
read these Federalist Papers again. Let 
me read from the Federalist No. 10 by 
Madison. Listen to what he said and 
apply it to today’s Senate: 

Complaints are every where heard from our 
most considerate and virtuous citizens, 
equally the friends of public and private 
faith, and of public and personal liberty; that 
our governments are too unstable; that the 
public good is disregarded in the conflicts of 
the rival parties; and that measures are too 
often decided, not according to the rule of 
justice, and the rights of the minor party; 
but by the superior force of an interested and 
over-bearing majority. 

That was James Madison speaking, 
and it sounds as if it were written only 
yesterday. 

After 6 years of divided government, 
President Bush promised that he would 
be a unifier. The President has said 
that he wants bipartisanship. He has 
said that he has faith in his plan. If 
those statements are true there is no 
need to hide behind the iron wall of 
reconciliation. Webster defines rec-
onciliation as a restoration of friend-
ship or harmony. Let us not use the 
reconciliation process to divide and po-
larize this Congress. Now is the time to 
hear all the voices and build consensus 
among ourselves and among our people. 
The American people expect and de-
serve a full debate. 

How much time do I have remaining, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 45 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if this tax 
cut is such a good idea, why don’t we 
take the time to debate it? Why don’t 
we debate these tax cuts at length, if 
this is such a good idea? 

I say to you, Senators, your votes are 
going to have consequences. We don’t 

even know yet what the review of the 
military services and the Defense De-
partment will cost. We don’t yet know 
the cost. That is still out there to be 
heard from. We don’t have an energy 
policy in this country. We haven’t done 
anything to shore up Social Security. 
We have crumbling schools. We have 
dangerous highways. We have unsafe 
airports. Our people don’t have pure 
drinking water in many of the rural 
areas. 

Now is the opportunity for us to do 
something about those things. What 
are we going to tell our old people, our 
senior citizens? 

This is a red letter day for the Amer-
ican people. Here is the calendar. I will 
say it is a black day. I remember Black 
Tuesday, October 29, 1929, which 
marked the beginning of the Great De-
pression—Black Tuesday. 

This is Black Thursday, May 17, 2001. 
Remember it—Black Thursday. This is 
a Black Thursday for the American 
people, a day on which we will have 
squandered the unalienable right of our 
elderly citizens to the pursuit of happi-
ness mentioned in our Declaration of 
Independence. 

We will have squandered the 
unalienable right of our elderly citi-
zens to the pursuit of happiness by bar-
tering it for a mess of tax pottage. 

Mr. President, when Aaron Burr in 
1805 addressed the Senate before his de-
parture through the Senate doors of 
the old Chamber for the last time, he 
uttered these prophetic words: 

This House is a sanctuary; a citadel of law, 
of order, and of liberty; and it is here—it is 
here, in this exalted refuge; here, if any-
where, will resistance be made to the storms 
of political phrensy and the silent arts of 
corruption; and if the Constitution be des-
tined ever to perish by the sacrilegious 
hands of the demagogue or the usurper, 
which God avert, its expiring agonies will be 
witnessed on this floor. 

Mr. President, we are witnessing the 
demise of the U.S. Senate as our fore-
fathers knew it and as I knew it when 
I came to this body. We are witnessing 
the demise on this day—Black Thurs-
day—and in these times. Burr’s pro-
phetic words are being borne out before 
our very eyes. History will not be kind 
to us, nor will our children and grand-
children rise up to call us blessed. 

Remember, my colleagues, May 17, 
2001—Black Thursday! 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank 

the Senator from West Virginia. Who 
yields time on the pending bill? The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, there 
is, at the desk, a committee amend-

ment. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be adopted, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, it be considered 
original text for the purpose of further 
amendments, and all points of order be 
considered preserved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 650), in the na-

ture of a substitute, was agreed to. 
(The text of the amendment is print-

ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted and Proposed.’’) 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we 
will start consideration right now, and 
there will be up to 20 hours of debate 
and action on the bill that is before us 
under the reconciliation provisions of 
the Budget Act on what will be the 
largest tax cut that has been given to 
the American people in the past 20 
years. In this process, we are going to 
take a considerable and substantial 
sting out of the Federal tax bite. This 
is the third-largest tax reduction in the 
last 50 years, to put it in some other 
perspective as well. 

Before I get to the issues that are be-
fore us, I will say a little bit about the 
process of putting this legislation to-
gether. 

I know we are all going to be think-
ing about what kind of tax bill we 
have, how much taxes are going to be 
reduced, the fairness of it all, and the 
equity of it all. But I would like to 
have my colleagues spend a little bit of 
time thinking in terms of how we got 
here. 

First of all, almost 12 months ago, 
the President of the United States gave 
a speech saying that one of the founda-
tions of his campaign was going to be a 
very substantial tax reduction because 
taxes have reached the highest point 
they have ever been in the peacetime 
history of the United States. 

He campaigned on that and did not 
back off one iota when pundits made 
fun of it, when economists maybe took 
exception to it. It was very well 
thought out and intellectually honest. 
He pursued full steam ahead through 
the highs and lows of the campaign— 
through times when you might be de-
pressed with the campaign going 
against you, through times when you 
were on a high in the campaign, and 
right through that campaign—through 
the election, through the period of 
time when there was some sort of ques-
tion as to who might be the next Presi-
dent because of what was going on in 
Florida and the counting of ballots, 
and from the time he was announced 
the winner to the time he gave his in-
augural address on the day of swearing 
in. 

So we are here today because we have 
a President who wants to make a dif-
ference, a difference for the taxpayers 
in this country, a difference for the 
economic advancement of our people, 
the creation of jobs, and the encourage-
ment of investment. 

Without this Presidential leadership, 
we would have tax bills before the Con-
gress this year but they would not be 
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as substantial as what we now have be-
fore us. For the President of the United 
States, it is not substantial enough be-
cause, as we know, he proposed almost 
20, 25 percent more than we are dealing 
with. Here again, the President must 
accept the will of the people expressed 
through the Congress. There was a 
compromise, a necessary bipartisan 
compromise on a level somewhat less 
than what the President proposed, but 
the $1.35 trillion we are dealing with in 
this bill. 

The bill we have before us is a prod-
uct of the process: The Presidential 
election, the extremely important 
leadership of a President who is com-
mitted to principle and performing in 
office what he said he would do during 
the campaign—and that is a rarity in 
politics, but this President is doing it— 
and the legislative process in the Con-
gress. 

Compromise is always necessary in 
any Congress, whether it is overwhelm-
ingly controlled by one party or the 
other party or whether it is evenly di-
vided, as it is now in the Senate—abso-
lutely evenly divided, 50 Democrats/50 
Republicans—or in an almost evenly 
divided House of Representatives with 
the Republicans being the clear major-
ity. 

Process is pretty important. I want 
people to think of this process as we 
debate very controversial amendments 
over the next 2 days. The Senate Fi-
nance Committee is kind of a micro-
cosm of the entire Senate, and perhaps 
people will think of the hard work Sen-
ator BAUCUS and I, and my colleagues 
on the Republican side and almost half 
of the Democrats, have put into 
crafting this legislation. It didn’t hap-
pen in one 10-hour meeting on Tuesday, 
when we considered all the amend-
ments that were in dispute, about the 
product Senator BAUCUS and I put to-
gether. It didn’t happen in 10 hours. It 
happened over a long period, starting 
about mid-January. I will refer to some 
of the substantial things that happened 
to get us where we are today from 
where we were last January. 

That is not to detract from what I 
said about the President of the United 
States contributing greatly to where 
we are today as well, maybe not in the 
specifics of the bill but the overall 
questions—are taxes too high, and 
should they be reduced—the President 
winning on the process that they 
should be reduced, and now going 
through the process of actually giving 
the American working men and women 
the tax relief they deserve. 

People will get tired of my saying it, 
but this is a bipartisan tax bill. My 
friend Senator MAX BAUCUS, ranking 
Democrat on the Finance Committee, 
worked with me to put together a 
package of tax cuts that would receive 
solid support on both sides of the aisle. 
We knew this would not be easy, get-
ting the people’s business done, unless 
it was a bipartisan product. That, 
again, is a reality of a 50/50 Senate. 

This bill came together after the 
Senator from Montana and I heard 

from our respective caucus members 
about their priorities. You don’t put 
together the biggest tax cut in two dec-
ades without considering all points of 
view. As we start this debate now, it is 
not just Senator BAUCUS and Senator 
GRASSLEY who are at the table—where 
maybe that was the situation from 
time to time over the last several 
months—every Senator, all 100, is at 
the table as we now consider the prod-
uct of the Finance Committee and its 
bipartisan cooperation. That is the na-
ture of the Senate. 

We talked to our members about 
their priorities, and then we put this 
product together. Two days ago, our ef-
forts yielded the results we hoped for 
when we started out 4 months. ago. 
This bill was approved by the Senate 
Finance Committee by a 14–6 margin, a 
clear demonstration of solid bipartisan 
support. 

I hope the work that has gone into 
this product over the last 4 months is 
respected. Even though Members might 
not agree with it, could they do better? 
Each time people are down here casting 
a vote—and they are going to vote yes 
or no—I ask my colleagues, particu-
larly on the Republican side, to think 
in terms not that they like everything 
that is in here but could they have 
done better. If they can’t do better, I 
hope they will show respect for the bi-
partisan approach we used. 

More importantly, I hope they will 
respect the transparency that has been 
the hallmark of the Finance Commit-
tee’s work throughout the first 4 
months and the communication that 
has gone into this by individual Mem-
bers communicating with others to 
say, ‘‘What do you think about tax leg-
islation,’’ to get specific points of view 
from specific Members and, most im-
portantly, the people on this com-
mittee as well as others outside the 
committee. 

It was not easy to arrive at a final 
agreement. Among the Finance Com-
mittee’s 20 members, there were many 
opinions on what is important. In the 
end, no one got everything he or she 
wanted, including this chairman. Most 
of us got something we can support. We 
got a bill that will reduce taxes, will 
bring about tax relief for American 
working men and women in a meaning-
ful way, in a way that taxpayers are 
going to notice and notice soon—by 
this summer—and they then will see it 
in fatter wallets. 

I am very pleased Senator BAUCUS 
and I and other members of the Senate 
Finance Committee have been able to 
put together this truly bipartisan 
package. It is a testament to the Fi-
nance Committee that within 1 week 
after the budget resolution was passed, 
we now are on the Senate floor to vote 
on comprehensive tax relief for every-
one who pays income taxes in America. 
I hope the Senate will express—not to 
me, not to Senator BAUCUS, but to 
other members of the committee—the 
cooperativeness and the spirit of co-
operation that was evident throughout 

that process Tuesday. I want Members 
to know that I am proud of the Finance 
Committee in this process as well as 
the substance of this legislation. 

Now I will turn to what is in the bill. 
The heart of the bill is across-the- 
board tax cuts in individual income tax 
rates. 

Again, a little bit about the process: 
Senator BAUCUS and I have met at 
least weekly for a long period of time 
since January. I met with individual 
members of the committee in their of-
fice—not in my office, in their offices— 
throughout the month of January and 
February, both Republicans and Demo-
crats. I have had my staff meet with 
other staff on an ongoing basis, but 
very intensively, during and since the 
Easter break. 

I have also had an opportunity to 
visit with Members outside of my cau-
cus and also Democrat Members out-
side of the committee as well. And you 
always wonder when you go down this 
process—it takes over 3 or 4 months— 
whether it is time well spent. I won-
dered, as I would go to the next meet-
ing, whether it was really worth my 
time. 

Let me say, in looking back to all 
the time I have put in on this, and I 
think of my background as a farmer; 
you put the seed in the ground, as we 
are doing in Iowa, to grow the biggest 
corn crop that any State produces—be-
cause we are No. 1—and for the first pe-
riod of time before it emerges above 
the ground, three-fourths of that 
growth that first month is below the 
ground. You don’t see it unless you dig 
in there with your fingers and inspect 
it. 

And so Senator BAUCUS and I sowed 
that seed in January and that seed 
sprouted. I know now it sprouted; I 
didn’t know then that it would sprout. 
It sprouted for those days between the 
middle of January and last Friday at 
1:30, when we finally had an agreement. 

So I conclude that whatever time I 
spent on this—and I am going to con-
clude for Senator BAUCUS, and maybe I 
should not do that—and whatever time 
he spent on that process was time well 
spent. Even though we are going to 
have honest disagreements, I hope we 
can be cordial and polite in this process 
of debate. I will have to remind myself 
of that from time to time as well. 

Now to the process. The heart of this 
bill, as I said, is across-the-board tax 
cuts of individual income tax rates. 
This bill creates a new 10-percent rate 
that will apply retroactively to the be-
ginning of this year. This new low rate 
will apply to income that is currently 
taxed at a 15-percent rate. So people 
who are hit first by the 15-percent rate 
now can already count going back to 
January 1 this year, that on their first 
dollars made they are not going to pay 
15 percent; they are going to pay 10 
percent. It will give immediate tax 
cuts to millions of American taxpayers 
and provide an immediate stimulus to 
the economy. 
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For married persons, the upper end of 

the 15-percent rate bracket will be ex-
panded to include income currently 
taxed at the 28-percent rate. So for 
those people being taxed at 28 percent, 
they are going to see more of their in-
come taxed at the 15-percent rate. The 
current 28-percent rate will drop to 25 
percent. The current 31-percent rate 
will fall to 28 percent. The existing 36- 
percent and 39.6-percent rates will be 
lowered to 33 and 36, respectively. 

This legislation also includes imme-
diate death tax relief and its eventual 
repeal. 

This bill expands the child credit and 
earned-income credit, enhances pen-
sion protection and incentives to save, 
and creates over $30 billion in edu-
cational incentives—full deductibility 
of interest on student loans, deduct-
ibility on college tuition, and on edu-
cational savings accounts. It provides 
marriage penalty relief and relief from 
the individual alternative minimum 
tax. 

Everyone in America will share in 
this tax cut. It is across-the-board re-
lief for those who pay income taxes. 
That means that this tax cut will flow 
to every wallet on every Main Street in 
America. Over 100 million individuals 
and families will have their tax relief; 
14 million elderly individuals will re-
ceive tax reduction, resulting in 12 mil-
lion paying less tax on Social Security 
benefits; over 40 million couples will 
benefit from the marriage penalty re-
lief; 3 million couples will no longer 
itemize deductions as a result of the 
standard deduction increase; 9 million 
individuals and families will benefit 
from the increased individual retire-
ment account contribution limits from 
$2,000 to $5,000; 30 million families will 
benefit from the increased child credit. 

This is a tax bill for everyone, re-
gardless of income level, size of family, 
your age, your marital status. I will 
give you a few examples of what we ex-
pect next year. 

A married couple with two children 
and $15,000 in income will pay no in-
come tax because we expanded the 
earned-income credit and per-child 
credit. This family will receive an addi-
tional $1,000 from the Government. A 
married couple with two children and a 
$90,000 income will receive an addi-
tional tax reduction of $1,050. A couple, 
age 65, married and filing jointly, with 
a $30,000 income, will have a $600 reduc-
tion. A single mom with one child and 
a $25,000 income will receive a tax cut 
of $400. 

Keep in mind, these examples are for 
the year 2002, which is just the begin-
ning of these tax savings. The tax rate 
cuts, child credits, and other benefits 
will greatly increase as they are phased 
in over the next several years. 

I know most of us in this Senate also 
have personal stories about what this 
tax relief for working men and women 
will do for those same people back 
home. I will tell you about some of the 
people in Iowa and what this tax cut 
will mean for them. 

Maurice Colby, Vinton, IA, retired 
after processing waste water for the 
Navy for 28 years. He works part time 
for his neighbor, a family farmer, dur-
ing planting season. I will bet he works 
there during harvesting season as well. 
He does that to earn extra money. 

As retirees, Mr. Colby and his wife 
worry about expenses. Their total tax 
bite is tough, especially when heating 
fuel and high gasoline prices are con-
sidered. The Colbys usually take a 
driving vacation most summers but not 
this year. Mr. Colby said this to me: 
‘‘It’s time for relief. It has been a long 
time.’’ 

Ronald Harless, 76, and his wife Jean, 
72, of West Des Moines, are retirees on 
a fixed income. Mr. Harless worked as 
a printer making telephone books. Mrs. 
Harless was an office worker. Mr. 
Harless says he lived frugally and 
saved his money for retirement. De-
spite a series of heart surgeries, he has 
never used the Veterans’ Administra-
tion’s health services, even though he 
is a Navy veteran who landed at Nor-
mandy during World War II. 

Mr. Harless says he paid taxes all of 
his life, has never been a drain on the 
taxpayers and wants to keep it that 
way. Mr. Harless of West Des Moines, 
IA, wants to support himself and stay 
out of the taxpayer-funded nursing 
homes as long as he can. However, he 
says he and his wife are, in their words, 
‘‘barely getting along’’ on their retire-
ment income and, hence, would wel-
come the tax provisions of this bill to 
give them some needed relief. 

Joseph McBride, Jr., of Fort Dodge, 
IA, works in sales and marketing for a 
food service company. His wife is a reg-
istered nurse. They have four children, 
ages 14, 12, 10, and 8. Mr. McBride says 
he would welcome a tax cut because he 
would like to have more money in his 
pocket to secure his children’s future. 

He is very interested in saving money 
for his children’s college tuition and 
will see that increase from $500 up to 
$2,000. The tax cut will be very bene-
ficial. 

He also wants to put a little extra 
money in the local economy. Fort 
Dodge’s economy is not as good as he 
would like, and he wants to do his part 
to help it get better. 

Another concern is energy costs. Mr. 
McBride in Fort Dodge says he remem-
bers the recession and gas shortages 
during the Presidency of Mr. Carter. 
Mr. McBride said he paid more money 
in taxes last year than he ever has. Mr. 
McBride is right; he did pay more taxes 
last year than he ever has. That is be-
cause the Federal Government’s collec-
tion of individual income taxes is now 
at its highest level in history. 

As I have said many times, today’s 
tax surplus in our Federal Treasury is 
caused by excess collections of indi-
vidual taxes. 

During the height of World War II, 
the tax collection from individuals was 
9.4 percent of gross domestic product. 
Today income tax collection from indi-
viduals is an astounding 10.2 percent of 

GDP, nearly a full percentage point 
above World War II. More importantly, 
not just a little bit above World War II, 
but we have seen a 50-percent increase 
in individual tax collections in the last 
6 years, from about just a little over 7 
percent of gross national product to 
10.2 percent now. 

I might have a chart during the de-
bate, but I can show where the reve-
nues into the Treasury from the estate 
tax have been about level for the last 
decade. Corporate taxes have been level 
for the last decade. Taxes from fees and 
services have been about level. But we 
see a great spike in the individual in-
come taxes coming into the Federal 
Treasury in the last 6 or 7 years. 

It is beyond belief in a time of un-
precedented peace and prosperity that 
individual tax collections exceed the 
level required to defend the entire 
world, which is what the United States 
did 56 years ago. That is why we must 
move decisively to give working men 
and women this tax relief. We must not 
keep the money in Washington where 
there is a tendency for it to burn a hole 
in the pockets of Members of Congress 
to a point where they have to spend it. 

This will help in several ways. It will 
not build up Government spending to a 
level that is unsustainable so that if we 
ever go into a recession, income goes 
down but spending does not go down, 
and then we again have a deficit. 

Also, since the Federal Government 
does not create wealth—it only pro-
vides an environment for working men 
and women of America to create 
wealth—we move the money from 
Washington back to the individual tax-
payers of America, and there it is going 
to turn over many more times, because 
of the freedom of the marketplace, 
than it will if it is left in the Federal 
Treasury. There is a political decision 
of what ought to be done with it. There 
is a lot of efficiency with a political de-
cision, but it does not have the poten-
tial for economic growth that it will 
have if my constituents in Iowa spend 
it and/or invest it. 

Too often Members of Congress think 
this is not the people’s money; this is 
the Government’s money. It is the tax-
payers’ money, and Washington has 
simply collected too much of it, par-
ticularly too much from the income 
tax. There has been a 50-percent in-
crease of gross national product over 
the last 6 years. So we are going to re-
turn this money. It is even wrong for 
me to say that because there is some 
implication that it is my money. We 
are going to let the American people 
keep more of the money they earn by 
passing this tax bill. 

Over the next few days, we are going 
to hear a lot of talk about population 
demographics and about how this tax 
relief for American men and women is 
going to compromise our national pri-
orities. 

Let me set the record straight at the 
very beginning. This tax relief for 
American working men and women in 
no way endangers our national prior-
ities. The President has said that. I 
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have said it. It is a fact. A majority of 
the Congress said that when they 
adopted our budget last week. We are 
here because a majority of the Con-
gress, and a bipartisan majority of the 
Congress, said we ought to put more 
money in the pockets of working men 
and women than into the Federal 
Treasury. 

The budget resolution did that. It did 
it through a blueprint for how the Gov-
ernment will fund its priorities. That 
blueprint provides record levels of 
funding for education, prescription 
drugs, and defense. I want to make 
very clear that we pay down every dol-
lar that is possible to pay down on the 
national debt over the 10 years of this 
budget resolution. 

That blueprint also says we have 
more than enough surplus to enact the 
tax relief for working men and women 
that is before us in this bill today. In 
fact, the bill before us refunds only 24 
cents of each dollar of projected sur-
plus. 

How many people who are listening 
now or who will read this in the paper 
are going to say: How come you can’t 
do better than that? The only answer I 
can give them is, it is part of the proc-
ess of compromise by which we work in 
a bipartisan way to do the people’s 
business. 

Twenty-four cents out of each dollar 
is hardly what I would call a risky tax 
measure. We are going to hear this 
from a lot of our colleagues: Risky, 
risky. We are going to hear people say 
that the projections in the budget for 
the next 10 years are so uncertain that 
we should not be giving a tax cut. This 
caution by my colleagues is perfectly 
legitimate. We ought to always be cau-
tious on almost every public policy de-
cision we make. But check with those 
same Members to see that when they 
want to spend more money, do they 
worry about whether the budget pro-
jections are accurate for the next 10 
years? No, it is only when we want to 
let the American people keep their 
hard-earned money that this issue 
arises. 

For those who want to use the word 
‘‘risky,’’ those who want to say the 
projections could change and want us 
to be cautious, the only thing I ask—it 
is perfectly legitimate for them to say 
that, but as they are talking about a 
new spending program that is going to 
spend out over the next 10 years, I en-
courage that same caution before peo-
ple vote on that issue. 

This is a responsible tax cut. We are 
at the highest level of individual tax-
ation in history. It is a time to end 
that. 

Let’s also get another thing straight. 
This bill in no way touches the Social 
Security or Medicare trust fund. This 
is a bipartisan tax bill that represents 
the best thinking from both sides of 
the aisle. It is a victory for the process 
of the Senate. The problem we now face 
is that some people around here preach 
bipartisanship but then turn around 
and attack the bipartisan compromise 

reflected in this bill. They will work to 
obstruct this bill’s enactment, and 
they will demean the great efforts and 
political risks that Republicans and 
Democrats alike take to reach this bi-
partisan agreement. 

I imagine we are going to see plenty 
of this sort of thing on the Senate floor 
over the next few days. I don’t think it 
will work because today we are about 
doing the President’s business. This 
bill only contains tax relief for individ-
uals. It is not larded with favors for 
special interests. You cannot draft bi-
partisan legislation such as that very 
easily. I think there is some purity of 
cause and purity, consequently, of con-
tent. 

This bill before the Senate is a his-
toric opportunity to prove we can join 
together, on a bipartisan basis, as com-
mon Senators, with a common purpose, 
to relieve a heavy burden from the peo-
ple who sent us here. The Finance 
Committee has shown this can be done. 
Our committee has done what the Con-
stitution and the rules of the Senate 
require. We have led the way. I am very 
proud of our Members and their efforts. 

I urge all Senators to be vigilant in 
our deliberations, circumspect in rhet-
oric. The relief ordered by this bill is 
too needed by too many to be 
demagogued by the few. America is 
watching. America is waiting. What 
America is going to see over the next 3 
or 4 days in this Senate is a product of 
a process that started about the second 
or third week of January when the 
Senator from Montana, then for a 
short period of time chairman of this 
committee, as the Democrats con-
trolled this body for 17 days back then, 
said: I would like to meet with you and 
talk with you about the functioning of 
the committee. 

That was an hour and a half discus-
sion. But some important few words 
were said by Senator BAUCUS on that 
day, which were that we could have a 
bipartisan tax bill if we worked at it. I 
thank Senator BAUCUS for that sugges-
tion. I thank Senator BAUCUS for 
spending so many hours with me since 
then to make it happen. Most impor-
tantly, I thank him for his handshake 
at 1:30 last Friday when we had an 
agreement. 

I thank the Senator. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from 

Montana has graciously agreed to let 
me make a short statement, and I ask 
for recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morn-
ing Business.’’) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the clerks at 
the desk, with legislative counsel’s as-
sistance if needed, be authorized to cor-
rect the drafting of any Members’ 
amendment that may be affected by 
changes in the committee amendment 
which the Senate just adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to 
enthusiastically support the com-
mittee bill. This has not been an easy 
bill to write. These have been tough ne-
gotiations, a lot of give and take, as al-
most always is the case in any matter 
of significant consequence. The same is 
certainly true now. 

I might say the Senator from Iowa 
and I, along with other members of the 
committee, had many meetings. We 
took a lot of time to get comfortable 
with the various provisions of the bill, 
just to understand what they are. 
There was a lot of to and fro, but I 
might say it was all done in good faith. 

This is not easy. When there are so 
many moving parts and it is so com-
plicated, by definition, people have to 
act professionally in order to get some-
thing accomplished and that is what 
happened. I have the highest respect 
for the chairman of the committee, 
who has done a yeoman’s job, as well as 
the other members of the committee 
who worked hard to make this a work-
able bill. 

As we all know, when all is said and 
done, we must have a balanced com-
promise. We have to reach some agree-
ment because we all cannot have our 
way in the constitutional way we as a 
country organize ourselves. We have to 
have some organization. That is basi-
cally majority rule. 

Let me explain why I think this is a 
good bill. In the first place, I believe 
this is a significant improvement, from 
my perspective, over the bills that 
were proposed by the President and 
passed by the Congress. Most signifi-
cantly, the committee bill provides a 
much better distribution of tax cuts. 
That is a matter that I think is lost 
upon a lot of people. The committee 
mark has a better, more progressive 
distribution of the tax cut than either 
the bill suggested by the President or 
by the House. In fact, this might raise 
some eyebrows. According to the Joint 
Tax Committee analysis, the com-
mittee we all look to as the best inde-
pendent analysis, the bill before us 
today will make the tax system more 
progressive than under current law— 
not only compared with the President’s 
proposal, not only compared with the 
bill that passed the House, all the var-
ious bills that passed the House, but 
also compared to current law; that is, 
this bill is more fair in the distribution 
of tax cuts to payers of income taxes 
than current law. 

That is not to say this bill is better 
than the President’s. I would not ask 
Senators to vote for a bill just because 
it is better than it could have been. In-
stead, I believe the standard we should 
apply on a tax bill is whether on its 
merits, taking everything into consid-
eration, the bill makes positive 
changes that improve our tax system 
and are better for most Americans. By 
that standard, I suggest this bill passes 
with flying colors. 

Let me explain why. First, we create 
a new 10-percent bracket. This is the 
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single biggest piece of the bill—$438 bil-
lion over 10 years, by far the single 
largest component. There is a new 10- 
percent tax bracket which has the ef-
fect of benefitting every single Amer-
ican who pays income taxes. Most of 
the benefit goes to low- and middle-in-
come taxpayers. In fact, about 75 per-
cent of the benefit goes to people who 
earn less than $75,000 a year. Let me re-
peat that statement. Seventy-five per-
cent of the benefit under the 10-percent 
bracket, the new bracket, goes to peo-
ple who earn less than $75,000 a year. 

One other thing. Unlike most of the 
other tax cuts in the bill, this one 
takes effect immediately—better yet, 
retroactively to the first of the year. 
This will not only help average tax-
payers but it also provides an economic 
stimulus because it puts more money 
in the hands of consumers. 

We also expand the tax credit for 
families with children from $500 to 
$1,000 per child. And we do more. We in-
crease the amount of the credit that is 
partly refundable so lower income fam-
ilies can benefit from the credit as 
well. We do this along the lines sug-
gested by Senators SNOWE, LINCOLN, 
KERRY, JEFFORDS, and BREAUX. It is a 
very important new contribution that 
they have authored. It is a good idea of 
theirs. I commend particularly Senator 
SNOWE, who is the lead sponsor of the 
group to get more refundability under 
the child tax credit. 

This is a big improvement over the 
current law. Why? Because it means we 
will increase the tax credit for 16 mil-
lion more children, I might say, com-
pared with the President’s bill; that is, 
this bill provides a benefit to 16 million 
more American children than the pro-
posal of the President and the House. 

But that is not all we do for lower in-
come working families. We make im-
portant reforms that expand and sim-
plify the earned-income tax credit so it 
is available to many more low-income 
working families than it is today. In 
fact, the bill contains the most signifi-
cant expansion of the EITC, earned-in-
come tax credit, in many years. We 
also simplify the EITC—make it much 
easier for eligible families to qualify. 
These are huge simplification provi-
sions. 

And there is more. We create new in-
centives for education. For example, 
we help parents set money aside for 
their children’s future education. We 
encourage employers to help their em-
ployees attend classes and earn de-
grees, and we help college students pay 
off their student loans—a big improve-
ment. 

Because of the leadership of Senator 
TORRICELLI and Senator SCHUMER, we 
create a new provision in the Tax Code 
that allows a deduction for college tui-
tion payments. Many American fami-
lies have a hard time meeting their 
children’s higher education expenses. 
This provision is of significant help. It 
is not a total solution, but it goes a 
long way toward helping families pro-
vide for their children’s higher edu-

cation. All in all, I think it is an edu-
cation tax incentive package of which 
we can all be proud. 

There is more. We include a pension 
tax incentive package that has strong 
bipartisan support in the Senate. We 
all know the problem. Our personal 
savings rate is at rock bottom, having 
gone from 11 percent of GDP 30 years 
ago to zero or even negative savings 
today, meaning, among other things, 
that people are not putting enough 
money away for their retirement, 
thereby increasing the potential bur-
den on Social Security. 

The pension provisions of the bill will 
help address this problem, taking an-
other step forward to addressing the 
baby boomer problem that we know is 
coming in about 10 years. 

We make it easier for workers to 
take their pension plans with them 
when they change jobs. We strengthen 
pension security and enforcement. We 
enhance pension fairness for women. 
We increase the contribution limits for 
IRAs and 401(k)s so people can put 
more money into them. 

On top of that, we create two new in-
centives that will dramatically expand 
pension coverage for lower income 
workers. One helps small businesses es-
tablish pensions for their employees. It 
is very hard today for small businesses 
to set up pension plans for their em-
ployees, much more difficult than it is 
for big business. In this bill, we help 
them do that. 

The other incentive is a new match-
ing plan to help employees save their 
own money for retirement—again, an 
incentive to help employers match 
their contribution. 

We reduce the marriage penalty. We 
address the estate tax. These are not 
Republican priorities; they are not 
Democratic priorities. They are bipar-
tisan priorities, important to virtually 
every single Member of the Senate. 

Those are the main provisions of the 
bill. Putting them all together, I be-
lieve the bill represents a very signifi-
cant improvement over current law. 
That is the standard I think we should 
use. Is it perfect? No. Of course, it is 
not. Is it the bill that I would write, 
that any Senator would write? Of 
course not. 

That is not really the question. That 
is not the basic point. Rather, taken as 
a whole, does this bill represent a sig-
nificant improvement over current 
law? I think it clearly does. 

At this point, I will address some of 
the key arguments that have been 
made against the bill. First, the proc-
ess. 

Some will say that we should not be 
railroading this bill through the Sen-
ate on a reconciliation fast track 
which limits debate and amendment. I 
agree. To my mind, it is unnecessary, 
it is inappropriate, to use reconcili-
ation instructions for a tax cut. 

I very much agree with the state-
ments made earlier today by the senior 
Senator from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD. 
I believe he is right. He argued for a 

process that is much more open, that is 
more expansive, so that tax bills have 
a lot more time in this Chamber, and 
many more opportunities for amend-
ment. 

I remind my colleagues, President 
Reagan’s tax cut in 1981 was not under 
reconciliation, it was not under this 
constrained process; rather, it was out-
side reconciliation. The bill was con-
sidered here for 2 weeks. There were 
hundreds of amendments. That is de-
mocracy. 

I might say—it is a bit of a stretch 
here, but I think it is an important 
point—Thomas Jefferson once said: A 
country is only as strong as that bond 
and that nexus between the people and 
the people’s representatives. Rep-
resentatives cannot do it alone. People 
cannot do it alone. But it is that bond 
between the people and the people’s 
representatives which, by and large, 
determines the strength of a country. 

If we rush a tax bill through too 
quickly—one of the most important 
bills that is going to be before this 
body perhaps in several years—clearly, 
we need that process, that bond to 
work. And for it to work, we have to 
have the opportunity to offer many 
amendments, to debate them very 
thoroughly, to get the people engaged 
in what we are doing. 

By rushing this through, people do 
not know what is in this bill. There are 
problems as a consequence of that, but 
the deeper problem is people become 
disconnected from the process, and 
they care less about what we are doing 
because they do not know what we are 
doing, and they do not know how we 
got to where we are. They are going to 
start to become more cynical, less en-
gaged. That is not good. 

And just as we all know in running 
for office, you cannot satisfy—I think 
as President Lincoln said—all the peo-
ple all the time, but we do the very 
best we can. We want to fully engage 
people so they are more involved in 
getting a better product, but also be-
cause in engaging people, they under-
stand the reasons for what we are doing 
much more clearly. 

That is fundamentally why I think 
this tax bill should not be in reconcili-
ation but, rather, should be in an ex-
panded process. That is why I voted 
and spoke against, I might add, the 
amendment of the good Senator from 
New Mexico some while ago to add rec-
onciliation instructions to the budget 
resolution. It is really not good Gov-
ernment. 

Despite our best efforts, I must say, 
though, that dye has been cast. That 
decision has been made. So we have to 
work within the process that the Sen-
ate has chosen to employ. We have to 
work with what is given to us. We have 
to play the hand that is dealt. And that 
hand, unfortunately, means reconcili-
ation for the tax bill. 

In any event, I might say, the chair-
man of the Finance Committee, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, has provided, I think, 
the best process possible under these 
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circumstances. He has been totally 
open. He has been totally bipartisan. 
He has been equally fair. In light of the 
fact that I oppose the process, it should 
not compel us to oppose the bill. 

Let me turn to the substantive criti-
cism of the bill. One criticism is the 
tax cuts are back-loaded. The bill does, 
in fact, cut taxes more in later years 
than in earlier years. That is true. In 
large part, this is because of the con-
straints of the budget resolution. But 
there are several points to keep in 
mind. 

First, the bill is significantly less 
back-loaded than the President’s plan. 
I do not have the chart here. I think I 
will ask to have that chart put up. But 
the point is, the bill is significantly 
less back-loaded than the President’s 
plan. That means these tax cuts come 
earlier, and the bill costs 36 percent 
less in the last year, in 2011, than in 
the President’s plan. 

That is significant. Yes, there is still 
some back-loading. Yes, back-loading 
is a problem we should address. But the 
point is, we cannot let perfection be 
the enemy of the good. This is better 
than the President’s proposal. 

As the chart shows—this is in the 
last year of the bill we are now consid-
ering, the last year being 2011—the ad-
ministration’s bill, which is similar to 
the House-passed bills, would cut taxes 
close to $300 billion in that last year. 
The bill before the Senate, which is 
shown in the blue on the right, indi-
cates it is about half, a little more 
than half, about $186 billion, cut in the 
last year. So it is an example of less 
back-loading than the President’s. 

I will show you another chart as well. 
This chart shows over the 10-year pe-
riod of the bill—it is hard to see; I 
apologize; I am not the best color-con-
trast guy in the world in putting this 
chart together—the red line going up is 
the administration’s proposal, which 
shows that each year the tax cuts in 
the President’s bill are greater. That is 
the red line that slopes upwards. 

It is hard to see, but the blue line 
that is underneath it shows, particu-
larly beginning in the year 2004, the 
cuts in later years are much less. 

You will also notice that the blue 
line, though it is not really horizontal, 
is much more horizontal than the red 
line, again, showing that although 
there is some back-loading, there is 
much less back-loading in this bill. 

In addition, the most significant 
back-loading problem comes from re-
pealing the estate tax in the year 2011. 
For that, and other reasons, I hope we 
can replace repeal of the estate tax 
with reform of estate tax. 

Third—and this is in explaining why 
there is this back-loading problem— 
under the Byrd rule, provisions that 
lose revenue during the second 10 years 
must be sunset; that is, they must be 
terminated. 

So if we do that—and this bill does do 
that—we can assure that the changes 
that are scheduled to be made in later 
years can be reexamined—and must be 

reexamined—down the road, in light of 
future budgets and future priorities. 

Another argument that has been 
made against the bill is that it is un-
fair. Critics say that too much of the 
tax cut goes to people at the upper end 
of the income scale. 

I might say, both sides bring passion 
to this argument. Critics of the bill rail 
against cutting taxes for millionaires. 
On the other hand, there are those for 
whom the top rate of 33 percent, down 
from 39.6, is a holy grail. 

Let’s step back for a minute and just 
look at the facts. 

First, our Nation does have a pro-
gressive Federal income tax system. 
According to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, the top 10 percent of tax-
payers today pay about 70 percent of 
all Federal income taxes. The top 1 per-
cent pay about 36 percent of all Federal 
income taxes. Our tax system is, there-
fore, very progressive today. In fact, 
essentially in each of the years since 
1993 up through today it has consist-
ently been more and more progressive. 

Given this progressive system, a tax 
cut that applies across all income 
classes is, by definition, going to result 
in a larger tax cut for upper income 
Americans because they pay more 
taxes. That is just simple mathe-
matics. That, in part, is what happens 
under this bill. We cut taxes across all 
income groups, so everyone who pays 
income tax today benefits, and those 
who pay a large amount of income 
taxes do, in fact, receive a larger ben-
efit—larger, I might add, than I would 
prefer. 

But remember, the bill does more 
than just cut income taxes. On that 
distribution point, let’s take taxpayers 
with incomes of $25,000 or less, tax-
payers with incomes of $50,000 or less, 
taxpayers with incomes of $75,000 or 
less, and taxpayers with incomes of 
$100,000 or less. In each of those cat-
egories, the percentage of tax reduc-
tions under the committee bill is much 
greater than under the administra-
tion’s bill. And they vary; on average it 
is about 12 to 10 percent greater. Con-
trast that with taxpayers with incomes 
of $100,000 to $200,000, and taxpayers 
over $200,000. In both of those cat-
egories, the proportion of benefits 
under the committee bill is less for 
those taxpayers than under the Presi-
dent’s plan. 

Again, to make the basic point: This 
bill is more progressive because it 
shifts tax cuts in a greater proportion 
to those Americans with incomes under 
$100,000. What it does is slightly de-
crease the proportion of tax cuts for 
higher income Americans compared 
with the President’s and/or the House 
bill. This bill makes the tax system 
more progressive. 

We have also tried to cut taxes for 
people whose primary tax burden is not 
income taxes but payroll taxes. After 
all, about 80 percent of Americans pay 
more in payroll taxes than income 
taxes. Our bill doesn’t leave these peo-
ple out; it brings them in. 

These are the provisions that accom-
plish this: We expand and simplify the 
earned-income credit which may be the 
best program ever created to help low- 
income working families. We double 
the child credit and make it partly re-
fundable, covering 16 million more 
children. We create new incentives to 
help low-income savers save for retire-
ment. 

I have mentioned a lot of the provi-
sions. So what is the practical effect? 
Take a married couple with two chil-
dren earning $15,000. Under the Presi-
dent’s proposal, they wouldn’t get any 
tax cut at all. Once our bill is fully in 
effect, they will get a tax cut of $1,152, 
very significant for lower income 
Americans with kids. 

Putting it all together, I believe the 
bill we are considering today is one of 
the best bills ever written for lower 
and middle income families. I will say 
it again: This bill is one of the best 
ever written for lower and middle in-
come families. So when we talk about 
fairness, let’s keep our eye on the ball. 

Does this bill give wealthy people a 
tax cut? Yes, it does. But that is not 
the only question we should ask. There 
are other questions that might be more 
important. For example, does the bill 
help those who are struggling to feed 
their families and to pay their bills? 
Yes, it does. Does it help the single 
mom, the construction worker, the 
two-earner couple trying to put money 
away for their children’s education? 
Yes, it does, and it helps them a lot. 

So with respect, I suggest to those 
who say the bill is unfair, just step 
back a bit, take a look at the whole 
picture. If they do, I am confident that 
many, not all, will conclude that the 
bill deserves their strong support. 

As I said at the beginning, this is not 
a perfect bill, but it is balanced. It is 
bipartisan. It is good for taxpayers. It 
is good for working families. It is good 
for the economy, and it is good for the 
country. 

I urge Senators to support the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from North Dakota. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 

the chairman and the ranking member 
for the way they have conducted the 
business of the Finance Committee. It 
has been, within the Finance Com-
mittee, a fair process. I publicly com-
mend them for it. The chairman and 
the ranking member have both reached 
out to Members. They have visited us. 
They have asked us for our opinions. 
We didn’t necessarily agree, but they 
certainly listened. 

The markup itself was a model of 
fairness. I salute the chairman for the 
way he conducted the markup. I was 
saying to my wife I don’t remember a 
more fair markup in terms of the way 
it was handled. I thank the chairman 
for that as well. 

With that said, I strongly disagree 
with this proposal. It is a profound 
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mistake for the country. It is a pro-
found mistake because it is part of a 
larger budget package that threatens 
our economic security. 

This tax cut is part of a budget pro-
posal that has concealed more than it 
has revealed. This is part of a budget 
proposal that is not the real budget. As 
a result, it misleads Members and it 
misleads the American people. Ulti-
mately, it leads us into a fiscal trap 
that will be a trap for all of us. 

When I say this budget—of which this 
tax cut is one part—conceals more 
than it reveals, I mean by that, whole 
chunks of Federal spending that we all 
know are going to occur have been left 
out. The President is about to propose 
a major defense buildup. It is not in 
this budget. The President has said 
education is the No. 1 priority, but 
there is no new money for education in 
the budget. The President has said we 
must strengthen Social Security for 
the future, but there is no money in 
this budget for that purpose. 

The reason those things have been 
left out is quite clear: If they were in-
cluded, what one finds is that the budg-
et, with this size tax cut, would not add 
up. What one finds is that when you 
put in the funding for education, if we 
really believe that is the top priority 
and we fund it as we have voted if we 
follow the President’s proposal for a 
major defense buildup and put that 
money in the budget, if we follow the 
President’s suggestion to strengthen 
Social Security and put that money in 
the budget, and we put it all in one 
place where people can see whether it 
adds up or it does not, what one sees is 
that it simply does not. 

The result is a massive raid on the 
Medicare trust fund and the Social Se-
curity trust fund, and that will create 
serious problems for this country going 
forward. 

The New York Times said it well in 
an editorial on May 12. They com-
mended the chairman and ranking 
member for improvements they have 
made in the bill over what the Presi-
dent proposed, but their conclusion 
was: 

But over all it amounts to another gross 
abdication of fiscal responsibility. 

I believe that is true. This bill, in the 
larger budget context, is a gross abdi-
cation of fiscal responsibility. 

Part of the problem is that all of this 
is based on a forecast that even the 
forecasters warn us is uncertain. Those 
who did the forecast, the Congressional 
Budget Office, have said to us: You 
have to understand, this is a 10-year 
projection. Looking back at our pre-
vious forecasts, we can tell you there is 
enormous variance. In fact, over the 
last 10 years they have been off by an 
average of 100 percent a year. That is 
how far off they have been in their pre-
vious forecasts. 

Some people want to believe this pro-
jection is cast in concrete. It is not. It 
is built on quicksand. That threatens 
the economic security of our country. 

Those who made the forecast pre-
pared this chart. It shows in the fifth 

year we could have anywhere from a 
$50-billion deficit to more than a tril-
lion-dollar surplus. That is the vari-
ance they project, looking back at 
their previous forecasts and seeing how 
far off they were. Then they projected 
those variances to this projection. 
They warned us in an entire chapter of 
their forecast how uncertain any 10- 
year projection is. That is the back-
drop for what we do here over the next 
several days. 

To me, it counsels caution. It coun-
sels caution on spending, on tax cuts. 
Let’s not bet the farm that any 10-year 
forecast is going to come true. No com-
pany would do it; no private concern 
would do it; no American family would 
do it; but we are about to do it here in 
the Congress. 

The second critical fact people need 
to know: The Senator from Iowa said 
we are paying down all the debt there 
is to pay down. That is just one part of 
debt. He is talking about the publicly 
held debt. The publicly held debt, as we 
meet here today, is $3.4 trillion. Unfor-
tunately, that is not the total debt of 
our country because in addition to that 
publicly held debt—that is debt held by 
the public—we also have debt that the 
general fund of the United States owes 
to the trust funds of the United States. 
That debt is every bit as much debt as 
the debt held by the public. That has 
the same legal claim on the assets of 
our country as the publicly held debt. 

What has been missing from this de-
bate is that the debt held in Govern-
ment accounts, the debt owed by the 
general fund of the United States to 
the trust funds, is going to increase. It 
is going to increase from about $2 tril-
lion in 2000 to nearly $6 trillion during 
this same period. In fact, when one 
puts the two together—the publicly 
held debt and the debt to the trust 
funds of the United States—what one 
learns is the overall debt, the gross 
debt of our country, is not going down; 
it is going up. The gross debt of our 
country is going from $5.6 trillion 
today—that is a combination of the 
publicly held debt and the debt owed to 
the trust funds of our country, which is 
$5.6 trillion today—to $6.7 trillion at 
the end of this 10-year period of this 
tax cut. That is the hard reality. The 
debt of our country is not going down; 
the debt of our country is going up. 

When they described this as fiscally 
irresponsible, the New York Times 
made the case that this tax bill is 
badly backloaded. That means the true 
cost is hidden in the first 10 years. The 
cost explodes in the second 10 years be-
cause many of the provisions don’t 
take effect until late in the decade, so 
their full cost is masked. The cost in 
the first 10 years is $1.35 trillion, as ad-
vertised. But that is the tip of the ice-
berg because the cost in the second 10 
years goes up to nearly $4 trillion, 
right at the time the baby boomers are 
retiring, at the time the number of 
people eligible for Social Security and 
Medicare will double. This ticking 
timebomb is put right in the middle of 
that demographic timebomb. 

As the Comptroller General has 
warned us, we are headed for a cir-
cumstance we have never seen in our 
Nation’s history, a circumstance in 
which the number of people eligible for 
Medicare and Social Security will dou-
ble, and double in very short order. 
That changes the budget circumstance 
of our country very dramatically: In 
this decade, we enjoy substantial sur-
pluses; in the next decade, we face mas-
sive deficits. 

What I proposed, what colleagues on 
this side of the aisle favored, was to 
take a substantial part of these sur-
pluses now, reduce the size of the tax 
cut, cut it about in half, and use that 
money to prepare for what is to come, 
to reduce this long-term debt. That 
would be a wiser course, a more fiscally 
responsible course, a more conserv-
ative course. 

The back loading is in page after 
page of the tax bill before us. The mar-
riage penalty and standard deduction 
provisions don’t take effect until 2006 
to 2011. The marriage penalty, 15-per-
cent bracket, doesn’t take effect—I am 
told that may have been changed over-
night. There are so many changes, and 
that is one reason some of us thought 
we ought to at least wait a couple of 
days to know what we are amending. I 
am a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, and I just learned this morning 
that apparently this is being moved up 
a year. It doesn’t take away the point 
that it is backloaded. 

The indexation of the 10-percent 
bracket doesn’t take effect until 2007. 
The final rate cut in the upper brack-
ets takes effect in 2007. The pushback 
on the Pease limit on itemized deduc-
tions doesn’t take effect until 2009. Re-
pealing the phaseout of personal ex-
emptions takes effect in 2009. The full 
phase-in of IRA contribution limits 
doesn’t take effect until 2011. The full 
phase-in of the child credit doesn’t 
take effect until 2011. The repeal of the 
estate tax doesn’t take effect until 
2011. This is totally backloaded. That 
means the total cost is hidden from 
view in this 10-year period. 

The Philadelphia Inquirer looked at 
this plan and wrote this editorial enti-
tled ‘‘Tax Slashers At Work. Once 
started, they can’t seem to stop.’’ They 
made this observation about the Fi-
nance Committee: 

Like 20 frat brothers trying to cram them-
selves into a Volkswagen, U.S. Senators are 
overstuffing their tax bill. 

They pointed out: 
Remember the outrage over the marriage 

penalty that affects many two-income cou-
ples? The Senate bill would only start to ad-
dress this problem five years from now. By 
that time, the Bush Presidency—and a lot of 
marriages—may be over. 

Mr. President, I am told this may 
have been moved up and it may not 
take effect for 4 years instead of 5. I 
have not seen the details. It doesn’t 
take away from the point that it is 
backloaded. The Philadelphia Inquirer 
said: 

With other tax breaks, the bill does the op-
posite trick: providing tax relief right away, 
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then supposedly ending it a few years down 
the road. A tax break for college tuition is 
slated to die after 2005. Relief for some of 
those hit by the alternative minimum tax 
would end after 2006. 

Their commentary was: 
Sure, Congress is really going to let a pop-

ular tax break for the upper middle class die 
in an election. 

The Philadelphia Inquirer says: 
That is dishonest and cynical. 

They go on to point out: 
Another slow phase-in is the repeal of the 

estate tax over 10 years. If Congress weren’t 
so intent on being generous to billionaires, it 
could afford to get more relief sooner to the 
parties sometimes genuinely injured by the 
inheritance tax: family farms and small 
businesses. 

Unfortunately, much of what the 
Philadelphia Inquirer says is exactly 
right. Here is the marriage penalty re-
lief delayed under the bill that came 
out of the committee until 2006. No re-
lief for those married couples who suf-
fer the penalty of the Tax Code that is 
imposed on some who are married. 
There was no relief—nothing—for the 
first 5 years. Then it is phased in. That 
is the kind of back loading the Phila-
delphia Inquirer was talking about. 

Then they talked about sunsetting 
some provisions. Alternative minimum 
tax relief is one of them. The alter-
native minimum tax is something that 
will affect a dramatically increased 
number of taxpayers under this pro-
posal. Currently in this country, only 1 
and a half million taxpayers are af-
fected by the alternative minimum 
tax. But under this bill, by the end of 
the period, nearly 40 million people 
will be caught up in the alternative 
minimum tax. 

Boy, are they in for a surprise. They 
thought they were getting a tax cut. 
Nearly one in every four taxpayers in 
America is going to be caught up in the 
alternative minimum tax—a complex 
calculation designed to keep the super- 
rich from getting by without paying 
any taxes, because they used excess de-
preciation, excess deductions, excess 
exclusions. They were getting, in cu-
mulative total, unfair benefits. That 
only applies to 1.5 million people 
today. 

Under the tax bill that is before us, 
that is going to mushroom to nearly 40 
million people. Does anybody really be-
lieve we are going to allow this to hap-
pen? I do not. It should not happen. It 
does happen under this bill, and it is 
another reason I believe it is mis-
leading. 

What does this bill do in terms of ad-
dressing that issue? It offers some help 
initially, but then it ends it later in 
this decade. It is going to stop pro-
viding that additional assistance for 
the alternative minimum tax right at 
the time the number of people affected 
by it explodes. 

This does not pass any kind of test. It 
does not pass a credibility test. It does 
not pass a fiscal responsibility test. It 
does not pass a fairness test. It does 
not pass any kind of test. But that is 

what is right in the guts of this bill be-
fore us. 

It does not stop there because with 
the estate tax, it is the same thing. 
They hide the true cost because they 
put off its elimination until the 10th 
year. That is when they eliminate the 
estate tax, and then the cost explodes, 
but they do not capture that explosion 
because they do not put it in this bill. 
That is why the New York Times says 
this is fiscally irresponsible. And they 
are right. It does not pass the fiscal re-
sponsibility test. 

That is what happens to the estate 
tax. Under the bill from 2002 to 2011, it 
costs $145 billion. But what happens in 
the second decade that is right beyond 
what is captured in this bill? The cost 
explodes to $790 billion, right at the 
time the baby boomers start to retire, 
right at the time the Federal Govern-
ment has new responsibilities and obli-
gations that are going to be very costly 
to meet. And we are going to give a 
$790 billion cut to the wealthiest 2 per-
cent? Is that fair? We are going to shift 
that obligation on to all the American 
people and off the wealthiest 2 percent? 
It does not strike me as very fair. 

That is not the only thing that is un-
fair about this bill. This bill says to 
the bottom 20 percent of the American 
people: You get 1 percent of the bene-
fits. Those who have the lowest income 
in this country, the lowest 20 percent, 
we say to you: You get 1 percent of the 
benefits. The top 20 percent, the 
wealthiest 20 percent, we say: You get 
70 percent of the benefits. That does 
not strike me as fair. 

I know our Republican friends will 
say the wealthy people pay more in 
taxes. They do. That is certainly true. 
But this bill gives 33 percent of the 
benefits to the wealthiest 1 percent, 
the wealthiest 1 percent who, on aver-
age, in this country earn $1.1 million a 
year. I am glad they do. I hope very 
much that every American has the 
chance at some point in their life to re-
ceive $1.1 million a year in income. 
That is terrific. 

That is one of the great things about 
the American dream. You can start 
with nothing in this country and you 
can become a person of means and do 
great things. You can help people 
through your own private resources. 
You can help your family. I am all for 
that. 

When it comes to the people’s 
money—we have heard a lot about this, 
the people’s money, let’s give it back 
to the people. To which people are we 
giving it back? We are giving 70 per-
cent to the wealthiest 20 percent. We 
are giving 33 percent to the wealthiest 
1 percent. Is that really fair? I do not 
think so. I can tell you, the wealthiest 
1 percent do not pay 33 percent of the 
taxes; they pay about 20 percent of the 
taxes. 

Our friends on the other side want to 
talk about only income taxes, but peo-
ple do not pay just income taxes. They 
also pay payroll taxes. And the truth 
is, the fact is, 80 percent of the people 

in this country pay more in payroll 
taxes than they pay in income taxes. 
Yet this is just an income tax cut, and 
it is heavily weighted to the wealthiest 
among us, and it is not fair. 

There has been a lot of talk that it is 
more fair than what President Bush 
proposed, and that is true; it is mod-
estly better than what the President 
proposed. The President gave 72 per-
cent of the benefits to the top 20 per-
cent. This bill gives 70 percent of the 
benefits to the top 20 percent. I guess 
we can say it is better than what the 
President proposed, but the larger 
truth is, it is not much better, and it is 
still not fair. 

I do not think there is anything that 
shows the unfairness of this proposal 
better than what happens to rate re-
duction at the various tax brackets. 

In our country, we currently have a 
15-percent bracket. Those are couples 
who earn up to $45,000 in taxable in-
come. That means they are earning 
$60,000 or $65,000 a year in gross income. 
Then we have a 28-percent bracket, a 
31-percent bracket, a 33-percent brack-
et, and we have a 39.6-percent bracket. 

All of these brackets will be bene-
fited by a new 10-percent rate. The new 
10-percent rate simply says that a cou-
ple on their first $12,000 of income will 
be taxed at a rate of 10 percent. That is 
on their first $12,000. So everybody’s 
first $12,000—everybody’s—will be taxed 
at a rate of 10 percent instead of 15 per-
cent, as current law provides. That is a 
benefit to every single tax bracket be-
cause everybody’s first $12,000 will be 
taxed at a lower level. 

Interestingly enough, this bill also 
provides rate relief to the various 
brackets. It gives a 3.6 percentage rate 
reduction to those who are in the 39.6- 
percent bracket. In other words, the 
biggest percentage reduction goes to 
the wealthiest group, and each of the 
other brackets gets 3 percentage points 
of rate relief. Those in the 33-percent 
bracket, 31-percent bracket, 28-percent 
bracket, they get 3 percentage points 
of rate relief, or about 10 percent of 
their overall tax burden. 

What happens to those in the 15-per-
cent rate bracket? They get no rate re-
lief. They get none. Everybody else, 
every other bracket gets rate relief, 
but not the people in the 15-percent 
bracket. Is that fair? I do not think so. 

How many people are in that 15-per-
cent rate bracket? This is where the 
real unfairness of this bill is revealed 
because that is where 70 percent of the 
American taxpayers are. They get no 
rate relief. That is where 69 percent of 
the small businesses are. They get no 
rate relief. All of the talk that we are 
going to give marginal rate relief be-
cause it is the key to encourage sav-
ings and investment, but it only ap-
plies to the top rates. It does not apply 
to the 15-percent rate because this bill 
does not give them rate relief. It does 
not give the 70 percent of the American 
taxpayers rate relief. It does not give 
the 67 percent of small businesses rate 
relief. It reserves rate relief for those 
in the highest brackets. 
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There is something wrong with this 

bill, and what is wrong is it is not fair. 
This bill has been sold repeatedly as 

an economic stimulus bill, one that can 
provide some lift to our economy in 
this period of weakness. That is an in-
teresting theory and one I support. I 
believe we ought to give economic 
stimulus in this year, and we passed it 
in the Senate. We voted for $85 billion 
in tax relief in the year 2001. What is in 
this bill is not the $85 billion for which 
we voted. Oh, no, the stimulus in this 
package, this $1.350 trillion tax cut, is 
$10 billion. There is almost no stimulus 
out of this big package for this year. 

For those who told people we are 
going to stimulate the economy by giv-
ing people money back in their pocket 
this year, this bill doesn’t do it. We 
voted for $85 billion of stimulus this 
year in the Senate by an overwhelming 
vote. That is not what is in this bill. 
They cut that back down to $10 billion 
in relief this year. 

I go back in history and look at the 
record. We had the same theory at 
work in the 1980s. That theory was we 
could have massive tax cuts, we could 
have massive buildup in the defense 
spending, and it would all add up. It did 
not add up. The result was an explosion 
in debt and deficits. We quadrupled the 
national debt, saw a dramatic increase 
in budget deficits, and under President 
Bush it got totally out of hand. We had 
a budget deficit of $290 billion the last 
year of his administration, and in 1993 
we passed a package that raised income 
taxes on the wealthiest 1 percent and 
cut spending. 

That package brought us back to bal-
ance. That brought us back to fiscal 
sanity. That brought us back to get-
ting our fiscal house in order. That 
kicked off the longest economic expan-
sion in our Nation’s history. 

We are about to go back to this the-
ory. We could have a massive tax cut, 
coupled with a massive buildup in de-
fense expenditure, and somehow it will 
add up. 

History tells a great deal. This chart 
shows the trends in spending and reve-
nues from 1980 to the year 2000, a 20- 
year snapshot. The red line is the total 
outlays, the blue line is the total reve-
nues. We can see what happened the 
last time we had this theory at work. 
In 1981, a massive tax cut was passed, 
massive increase in defense expendi-
ture, as this President is proposing. 
That is what happened to the expendi-
ture line. It went up. Here is what hap-
pened to the revenue line with the mas-
sive tax cut: It went down. The deficits 
that were already too large exploded; 
the national debt exploded. It was only 
in 1993 when we passed a plan to re-
verse these lines, to reduce outlays, to 
increase revenues, that we were able to 
balance the budget and start reducing 
the national debt, that we were able to 
get our fiscal house in order and to put 
our country on a course to strong eco-
nomic growth—the greatest, strongest, 
economic growth in our Nation’s his-
tory. 

And now we are going to retest the 
theory that was tried in 1981: a massive 
tax cut combined with massive in-
crease in defense expenditure. 

I pray we don’t have the same result. 
Back in the 1980s, we had time to re-
cover. But now we don’t. We had time 
to recover in the 1980s because the baby 
boom generation was still relatively 
young. But now the baby boom genera-
tion is aging and they will retire in 
this next decade. Then everything 
changes. These surpluses turn to defi-
cits. That is what, to me, counsels cau-
tion, that counsels a smaller tax cut, 
one that is more fairly distributed, one 
that passes the fiscal responsibility 
test, one that passes the fairness test, 
one that does not put America in jeop-
ardy of exploding this debt. 

Here is where we are on the growth of 
Federal debt. In 1980, we had a gross 
Federal debt of $909 billion. Today, as I 
said earlier, we are up to $5.6 trillion. 
Under this plan, the debt is going to 
continue to go up. It will go up to $6.7 
trillion. I believe that is a mistake. At 
this time of surplus we ought to devote 
more of these resources to debt reduc-
tion. We ought to have a tax plan that 
is smaller, that takes the difference 
and puts it into strengthening our fu-
ture economic position by reducing 
debt now when we have the oppor-
tunity, when we have the chance. 

I believe the tax bill before the Sen-
ate flunks every test. It flunks the fis-
cal responsibility test because it is 
badly backloaded and because the na-
tional debt will grow. It flunks the 
fairness test because it gives the over-
whelming part of the benefit to the 
wealthiest among us. I can’t justify it. 
I don’t think it is fair. 

We are going to vote on this, perhaps 
on Monday, maybe as late as Tuesday. 
This is going to be a defining vote. It is 
an important vote. It will make a real 
difference to the future of this country. 
I regret very much the budget resolu-
tion passed by a slim vote in the Sen-
ate, 53–47, that put this scenario in 
place. But it did pass. That is where we 
are. 

The great thing about our country is 
we are a democracy. We decide by 
votes. The votes of the elected Rep-
resentatives of the people have decided 
this will be the course we pursue. I be-
lieve this bill is a profound mistake, 
that it would be far wiser to reduce the 
size of the tax cut initially, by about 
half as much as what is proposed, 
maybe a little more than half, and then 
wait to see how events unfold. 

This is an uncertain time. We can see 
it in the markets; we can see it in un-
employment; we can see it in produc-
tivity growth not being as strong as we 
have previously seen. All of that, to 
me, counsels caution. 

I hope my colleagues seriously con-
sider opposing this plan. I think it is a 
risky plan, that it is a dangerous plan. 
Does that mean it wouldn’t work out 
under any circumstances? No. I think 
we have to be very direct and very 
clear. It may work out just fine. It 

may. Things may turn around. Things 
may improve. We may have more rev-
enue than we are anticipating and that 
this tax cut is fully justified—not the 
fairness of it, but the amount of it. 

No one can know that. No one can 
know what the next 10 years hold. We 
ought to be more cautious. We ought to 
be more conservative. We ought to re-
serve more of this forecasted surplus 
for debt reduction. We ought to reserve 
more of it to strengthen Social Secu-
rity for the future. We ought to prepare 
for the baby boom generation. Then if 
things work out as forecasted, or if 
they are better than forecasted, which 
we all hope will be the case, we can 
have a tax cut of this size, maybe even 
bigger. But we shouldn’t lock it in now 
based on an uncertain forecast at a 
time when the economy is shaky. And 
we ought not to put in place a tax cut 
that doesn’t give a lift to this economy 
when it is weak. 

We ought to provide stimulus now. 
We can afford to provide a $85 billion 
tax cut this year and get that money 
into the pockets of the American peo-
ple now to strengthen the economy. 
That is not what this bill does. That is 
what we voted for in the Senate, but 
that is not what this bill does. Only $10 
billion of this tax cut is effective this 
year, the year we are in, the time when 
we know we have economic weakness. 

I thank my colleagues for this time. 
I say to the chairman of the com-
mittee, thank you for the fairness with 
which you have conducted the debate. 
That is the strength of America. We 
have different points of view. That 
doesn’t mean we don’t respect each 
other. I have great respect for the Sen-
ator from Iowa. I work with him fre-
quently. I have great respect for the 
Senator from Montana. We work to-
gether frequently. But on this question 
we have a principled and profound dif-
ference. The great thing about America 
is we have a chance to express those 
differences and to vote on them. When 
we are done, when that is finished, we 
will go on and again work together on 
measures that are important to our 
country and to our individual States. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I will 

take the opportunity to address some 
of the issues the Senator from North 
Dakota addressed. I accept his gra-
ciousness about how we have run this 
process, and also confirm that on many 
things we work together—and I think 
of two: agriculture and rural health 
care. Those are two very important 
issues for our constituents. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
heard me speak on this point, and I 
mentioned it in my opening remarks. 
We did hear him say, as one Member 
who will probably say this several 
times today and throughout this de-
bate, that this is a very risky road we 
are going down. There again, I think 
that caution is the responsibility of 
every Member of this Senate. I do not 
regret that he makes that caution. 
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On the other hand, we also appro-

priate a lot of money. We pass a lot of 
programs that obligate this Congress 
and the taxpayers of this country to 
pay a lot of money several years down 
the road based on the same Congres-
sional Budget Office projections of 
what the future income of this Treas-
ury is going to be. 

All I would say is, if it is risky to 
consider this when we have tax cuts, 
then we ought to use the same adjec-
tives and implore the Senate of the 
United States to use the same caution 
as we are adopting other programs 
down the road. 

We never hear that. It is OK to pass 
spending bills and not worry about 
what the future holds; can we meet 
those obligations? But if we incur obli-
gations letting the people of the coun-
try keep their tax money and decisions 
relating to them, then obviously that 
is an entirely different story and we 
hear the word ‘‘risky’’ used. 

Another point of contention with the 
Senator from North Dakota deals not 
with the statistic he used, or not with 
the point he is trying to make, but 
when he says 2 percent of the wealthi-
est Americans are going to benefit by 
the repeal of the death tax—this is 
such a complicated issue to deal with, 
who benefits from the death tax. Our 
own nonpartisan Joint Tax Committee 
does not even figure estate tax and who 
benefits and who loses in the distribu-
tion tables they put out. That is be-
cause, for the death tax, the person 
who benefits has died. So it is ridicu-
lous to talk about the death tax bene-
fiting 2 percent of the most wealthy in 
America, because the people who made 
the money are gone from the face of 
this Earth. 

There is an assumption here that 
may be partly correct—but I bet you 
would never prove if it were correct— 
that the people who inherit from the 
person who died happen to be wealthy. 
There is some effort by some think 
tanks in this town to figure that equa-
tion into the distribution tables of 
whether we are benefiting the wealthy 
or the not so well off. I think it is in-
tellectually dishonest—the Senator is 
not intellectually dishonest, but the 
people who do this figuring. If our own 
professional people who are non-
political can’t do it, why should we lis-
ten to some think tank that is politi-
cally oriented to make that judgment 
for us? It is wrong. You cannot trace 
the money. 

One other thing I ask the Senator 
from North Dakota to consider is that 
his picture of America, of the rich and 
the poor, just does not exist. Dividing 
America into the rich and the poor, as 
if somehow you are born poor and you 
stay poor all your life; you are born 
rich and you stay rich all your life— 
that America does not exist. It is a 
never-never land. 

Mr. President, 150 years ago the 
French nobleman, De Tocqueville, who 
came to our country to study democ-
racy—he was here about 3 years and 
wrote a lot about it—wrote: 

The rich are constantly becoming poor. 
The rich daily rise out of the crowd and con-
stantly returneth thither. 

That was 150 years ago, and it has 
not changed now. All you have to do is 
look at the University of Michigan 
studies on this point and you will find 
economic status in this country is al-
ways transient. We do not have two 
distinct, unchanging groups in Amer-
ica, the rich and the poor. These are 
generally, as was in these graphs di-
vided here—you know, the lowest in-
come one-fifth, the next highest in-
come one-fifth, the middle income one- 
fifth, and then the next highest income 
fifth, and then the very wealthy fifth, 
20 percent. 

Only one-half of 1 percent of the 
American people—year after year—are 
in the lowest one-fifth. So when he 
talks over here on the lowest 20 per-
cent benefiting in so minuscule a fash-
ion from this tax bill, he could be talk-
ing about one-half of 1 percent of the 
people. The people who are in that bot-
tom one-fifth today, most of them in 1 
year are going to be in other levels of 
income, who are going to benefit from 
our tax bill. Only one-half of 1 percent, 
I want to repeat, are in the lowest one- 
fifth year after year. 

One-third of the lowest one-fifth rise 
to the second, third, fourth, or fifth 
quintile by next year—just 1 year away 
from being in that lowest 20 percent. 
Mr. President, 80 percent move out of 
the bottom one-fifth—80 percent of the 
bottom one-fifth move to the middle 
class and above, and 30 percent of those 
people who were in that lowest one- 
fifth rise to the highest one-fifth; in 
other words, the wealthiest one-fifth in 
America. 

This is America. That is what Amer-
ica is all about, the ability to move up 
as you use your talents. 

The other end of the scale is probably 
even more surprising. If you take the 
very wealthiest one-fifth of America at 
any one time, the rich do not always 
stay rich. 

That is another way of saying what 
De Tocqueville said 150 years ago: If 
you take the top 1 percent of Ameri-
cans, 10 years later more than one-half 
had dropped out of the top 1 percent 
and also dropped out of even the top 
one-fifth. 

So what we have here is an America 
that has always existed, never an 
America of people who were always 
poor, and never an America of people 
who were always rich, but people who 
were moving up the economic ladder, 
and some who had the misfortune of 
moving down the economic ladder even 
if they were at one time in the top 1 
percent of the most wealthy. 

So when you see a chart that says 
the lowest one-fifth and the top one- 
fifth, remember, that is today; tomor-
row, that picture will not be the same. 
As people move up that ladder, they 
are going to benefit from the tax reduc-
tion regardless of the fact that there is 
a lot in this bill for the lowest income 
people. 

We have a very dynamic society, an 
America that is ever-changing, an 
America where the poor, except for 
one-half of 1 percent, are much better 
off at various times in their life. Then, 
for those who are very fortunate to be 
born in wealth or to grow wealthy, 
very few of them always stay wealthy. 

So I hope these things are taken into 
consideration as we hear about the 
‘‘winners’’ and the ‘‘losers’’ because 
with this tax bill there are not any los-
ers. Everybody is a winner. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I yield the Senator 

from Oklahoma whatever time he 
wants to consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. First, I compliment 
my friend and colleague from Iowa for 
the comments he just made, but also 
for his management of the bill, as well 
as Senator BAUCUS from Montana. 

They have worked well together to 
produce a good product. 

I was disappointed to hear the com-
ments made by my friend and colleague 
from North Dakota criticizing the bill. 
I happen to disagree with many of the 
statements he made about this bill 
benefiting the rich and wealthy, and so 
on. I just disagree with it. He is enti-
tled to his own opinion; he is not enti-
tled to his own facts. 

I want to talk a little bit about the 
facts and talk a little bit about what is 
in this bill because I think it has been 
mischaracterized in this Chamber. I 
think it is important that we know 
what is in the bill. 

Again, I compliment Senator GRASS-
LEY and Senator BAUCUS for bringing 
us this bill today. I think this bill is a 
giant step in the right direction. It is 
not perfect. Maybe it can be made bet-
ter. But I think it is important that we 
look a little bit at the facts. I believe 
the facts will show that this bill does 
not just benefit the wealthy. I think it 
is a fair tax cut and weighted very 
much toward low-income people. 

I want to speak a little bit about the 
statement that this is a repetition of 
the Reagan tax cut, and are we going 
to see deficits as a result of this be-
cause that is what we saw when Ronald 
Reagan cut taxes in 1980? 

I came to this body on January 3, 
1981, but I looked at the record. In 1980, 
total revenues to the Federal Govern-
ment were $517 billion. Ten years later, 
total revenues to the Federal Govern-
ment were double that amount: $1.032 
trillion—almost exactly double. So if 
Ronald Reagan had these massive tax 
cuts, revenues to the Federal Govern-
ment doubled in that 10-year period of 
time. He was President 8 years of that 
time. Certainly, you could say he was 
responsible for that. 

The fact is, spending grew fast, so 
revenues grew, and grew rather sub-
stantially, doubling in that 10-year pe-
riod of time. The problem was, spend-
ing grew faster. Maybe we should 
blame Ronald Reagan; maybe we 
should blame the Democrats and the 
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Republicans who were running Con-
gress; there is plenty of fault to go 
around. My point is: Revenues grew. 

What Ronald Reagan did was, he 
made a significant reduction in rates, 
but revenues continued to grow. He re-
duced the maximum rate from 70 per-
cent to 28 percent. He had broad bipar-
tisan support for those tax bills, I 
might mention. The first bill brought 
it down from 70 to 50 percent, and a 
couple years later we passed another 
bill that brought the rate from 50 per-
cent to 28 percent. I remember Senator 
Bradley was supportive of that bill. My 
point is: we brought rates down but 
revenues continued to grow. 

I think that is also evidenced by the 
fact that when we reduced rates in 1997, 
when we reduced the capital gains rate 
from 28 percent to 20 percent, revenues 
grew. 

So some people react: Wait a minute, 
you can’t cut rates when you reduce 
revenues. I disagree with that. We re-
duced the capital gains rate and reve-
nues have grown substantially. 

I want to talk a little bit about the 
bill before us. Does it benefit primarily 
the wealthy? I think not. I think it is 
weighted way toward the low-income 
groups. I will just give you a couple 
facts. The facts are that we take the 
15-percent bracket, the people who 
make $12,000 or less adjusted gross in-
come, and they pay 10 percent. That is 
a reduction of 33 percent. That is not 
stretched out over 7 years but retro-
active to January 1. That is today. 
That is real. That is $600 per family for 
every family who pays taxes. That will 
make a difference. That is weighted to-
ward the low income. People who make 
$12,000 or less get the full $600. 

People who make $1 million, they get 
the same $600. Percentagewise, that is 
going to eliminate a lot of people’s tax 
liability, period. Millions of people will 
pay no income tax as a result of that 
change. That change is made imme-
diately, retroactive. 

I heard my colleague say there are 
only $10 billion of outlays or scoring 
for this fiscal year and that we only 
have a few months left in this fiscal 
year. But as a result of the changes we 
are making, a lot of people will get re-
funds that will have smaller with-
holding for the last couple months of 
this fiscal year; they will get a refund 
in April of next year. They are going to 
get a tax cut. It will be a tax cut for 
taxpayers. 

What about the rest of the brackets? 
The rest of the brackets do not get 
anything as far as a rate change. All 
the brackets get a 1-point reduction in 
the rate change effective January of 
next year. If you figure percentagewise, 
that is a much greater percentage re-
duction in taxes for the lower income 
brackets than it is for the higher in-
come brackets. Again, I think some 
people are trying to score points and 
have political class warfare, but that is 
ridiculous. And that does not even 
count the other changes that are made 
in the tax bill. 

We have the $500 tax credit per child 
which is made refundable, against my 
advice. I do not think that is good tax 
policy, but it is in this bill. So if any-
one is saying we are benefiting the 
wealthy, there is a $500 tax credit that 
is refundable. Under this bill, we are 
giving people money back who did not 
even pay taxes. That certainly is 
weighted toward the low-income peo-
ple. 

How can someone say we are not 
even benefiting this one group? That is 
just not right. Or that this tax bill ben-
efits the wealthy? That is just not 
right. I was one of the principal spon-
sors of the $500 tax credit per child that 
we passed in 1997. That did give people 
tax credits. It reduced their tax liabil-
ity when having kids. If they have four 
kids, that is $2,000 more they get to 
keep this year as a result of what we 
passed in 1997. We expand that now to 
make that $1,000 per child. We phase 
that in. The first $100 is effective im-
mediately. So if a family has four kids, 
that would be four times $600. That 
would be $2,400 they would get to keep 
this year, that they would have re-
duced in their taxes. Most of it would 
show up in a large refund for next year. 
But that is a tax cut benefiting pri-
marily low-income people. Higher in-
come people do not get that. So I just 
wish people would be factual. 

Let’s take, again, the upper income 
group. All the upper income rates get a 
1-point reduction effective January of 
2002—next year. When do they get an-
other reduction under this bill? Not 
until 2005. So the low-income people 
who make $12,000 or less adjusted gross 
income get a 33-percent reduction ef-
fective immediately, but those in the 
higher income are going to have to 
wait another 3 years—until the year 
2005—for another reduction. They get 1 
point in 2002—next year, in January— 
and then they have to wait another 3 
years to get another point. I think that 
is way too slow. Then they have to 
wait until the year 2007 to get 1 more 
point for all the rates. I think we are 
way too timid in getting the rates ef-
fective. 

Then some people still criticize the 
bill, saying the upper income is really 
benefiting. That is hogwash. How does 
that compare to the tax increase that 
passed in 1993? Did we phase in the tax 
increase that passed in 1993 and Presi-
dent Clinton signed? We had a tie vote. 
Vice President Gore broke the tie twice 
in the Senate. Did we phase that in 
when we took the maximum rate from 
31 percent to 39.6 percent? No. It was 
not phased in. It was made retroactive 
to January 1, 1993. 

Was that the only increase we did on 
upper income people? No. In addition 
to that, we said there won’t be a cap on 
Medicare taxes, so an individual pays 
1.45 percent of payroll on all payroll 
now. It used to be capped at the Social 
Security base. At that time it was— 
last year it was $75,000. Now that goes 
up. 

So you pay 1.45 percent of Medicare 
on all income and actually your em-

ployer does it, too, so in effect that was 
a 2.9-percent increase on top of the 39.6. 
So President Clinton increased the 
maximum tax rate from 31 percent to 
39.6 to actually 42.5 percent. The pack-
age we have before us today will reduce 
that by one point next year. President 
Clinton raised the rate from 31 percent 
to 42.5 percent. This bill is going to re-
duce it from 42.5 percent to 41.5 per-
cent, still over 33 percent higher than 
it was in 1993. 

When it is all said and done, it is still 
20-some-odd percent higher than it was 
in 1993. The bill we have before us 
phases it down over 6 years to 36 per-
cent. Maybe it must be higher for some 
individuals. I don’t know. How much do 
you want the Government to pay? How 
big a percent should the top 1 percent 
pay? They now pay 35.9 percent of all 
income taxes, and evidently some peo-
ple think it should be 50 percent or 
more. Is that good policy? I don’t think 
so. 

Then they say: You had a tax cut. If 
they pay 100 percent of the taxes, and 
you give a tax cut, I guess they get 100 
percent of the tax cut, and that would 
be wrong. 

That same rhetoric is employed on 
the death tax. We have increased the 
exemptions over the years and, there-
fore, only the top 2 percent pay the 
death tax. Therefore, if you cut the 
death tax, you are really benefiting the 
wealthy. What is right about the Fed-
eral Government taking over half of 
what somebody has worked their entire 
life for and they want to pass on to 
their kids? What is right about the 
Government saying, we want 60 percent 
of it; we want 55 percent of it? That is 
present law. Only the top 1 percent 
does or only the top 5 percent. So who 
cares? Our job in the tax policy is to 
redistribute wealth. We want to rob 
Peter to pay Paul. We have a lot more 
Pauls. We are going to make them 
happy. We are going to take Peter’s 
money and give it to lots of people. 

Some people think the primary pur-
pose of the Tax Code is to redistribute 
income so we have all these distribu-
tional charts. We have to make sure 
this percentile gets their fair share of 
the money. They didn’t pay their fair 
share of the taxes, but we want to 
make sure they get their fair share of 
the money. We don’t do that with 
spending programs. Some people are 
trying to turn the Tax Code into aid 
for families with dependent children. I 
disagree. We should not use the Tax 
Code for spending purposes. 

The Tax Code should be fair and equi-
table. There is nothing right about 
somebody working their entire life and 
building up a business, a farm, a ranch, 
or a company of some kind and they 
die and all of a sudden the Government 
says: Hey, we want half. Move over. We 
don’t care if you have to sell the com-
pany. We don’t care if it bankrupts the 
company. We want half. The Govern-
ment is entitled to take half. 

I think that is absolutely, fundamen-
tally wrong. 
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What we are trying to do eventually 

in this bill is repeal the taxable event 
on death and say the taxable event 
would be when somebody sells the 
property. If they inherit the property 
and they don’t sell, they continue oper-
ating the farm, the business, whatever, 
as long as they are operating it, fine. If 
they sell it, then they pay tax, and the 
tax will be at the capital gains rate. It 
won’t be at 55 percent. It won’t be at 60 
percent. 

Somebody said, we don’t have the 
death tax rate at 60 percent. Yes, we 
do. If you have a taxable estate on 
death between 10 million and 17 mil-
lion, the taxable rate is 60 percent. We 
get rid of that 5 percent kicker right 
off the bat. That is one of the things we 
should do in this bill. We ought to get 
the death tax down. We ought to get 
marginal rates down. Marginal rates 
are too high. So we have gradually re-
duced them. I think we are way too 
gradual in reducing them. But for some 
people to say, wait a minute, we are 
doing too much for this group because 
we are really benefiting them, when all 
they get under this bill, all they get if 
this bill was law, and this is all we 
passed for the next 3 years, all the 
wealthy would get would be basically a 
1 percentage point reduction next Jan-
uary in their rate, from 39.6 to 38.6, or 
correspondingly the other rates, 28 to 
27, and that would be it until the year 
2005. I think that is pretty pathetic. We 
can do better. I hope we will do better. 

For some people to say that really 
benefits the wealthy just because a few 
years ago we raised your rate from 31 
percent to 42.5 percent, forget about 
that. To reduce it by 1 percentage 
point, when you increased it 11.5 per-
cent—111⁄2 points, not percent, 111⁄2 
points—now we are going to give you a 
great big 1 point reduction, give you 
one-tenth of that back in 4 years, that 
is a massive tax cut? I beg to differ 
with you. 

If we passed the Bush tax plan as it 
is, it is still much higher than it was 
under President Clinton. 

I make these points. I think people 
need to look at the tax legislation in 
total. They need to look at the tax 
credit, the refundability of the tax 
credit, maybe the wisdom of that. I 
think that should be considered. We fi-
nally start making some real inroads 
on marriage penalty relief. I wish we 
did more, and I wish we did it earlier. 
But, unfortunately, some people reduce 
the size of this tax bill. 

Some people say: Wait a minute, why 
can’t you do marriage penalty more 
immediately? Because some people 
voted on the budget resolution to re-
duce the size of this package from 1.6 
trillion to 1.35. OK, they won. So now 
we have the budget resolution, and we 
are doing the best job we can with 1.35. 
We should work to pass the best bill we 
can with 1.35. If we had the 1.6, maybe 
we could do more with the marriage 
penalty. Maybe we could do more with 
the rates; we could accelerate more the 
rates. But we didn’t win on the budget. 

A lot of rhetoric I have heard says: I 
want to redo the budget, fighting the 
budget battle. The budget battle, you 
lost that one. Now we are fighting the 
tax battle: Should we have a tax cut or 
not? Should we eliminate the death tax 
or not? Should we cut rates any? Is a 1 
point reduction in the next 4 years too 
much for all income brackets? I don’t 
think so. 

Let me refer a little bit on this. We 
didn’t cut the 15-percent rate. I men-
tioned in the Finance Committee, I 
would be happy to consider alter-
natives. Right now, we have weighted a 
lot of the tax cut. You have different 
rates. You have a zero rate which we 
are expanding substantially. We have 
the 15-percent rate, the 28-percent rate, 
31-percent rate, 33, 39.6. We have re-
duced all those rates. Somebody said: 
You didn’t reduce the 15-percent rate. 
What you did is you took a chunk of it 
out and made it 10 percent. 

There is another way of doing it. We 
could reduce the 15-percent rate, take 
that same amount of money, we took 
half the tax cut. By adjusting that, 
putting in the new 10-percent rate, we 
could reduce the 15-percent rate to 13.5. 
That would be a 10-percent reduction in 
the 15-percent rate and probably do 
that for the same amount of money we 
did by creating the 10 percent. 

We would cut rates for everybody in 
the 15-percent bracket. That might be 
a better tax policy than going to 10 
percent. I am willing to consider that. 

In other words, there are different 
ways of doing this. It might come out 
the same dollarwise for the total bill, 
and it is more equitable. There are 
some things we can do. 

This bill is not perfect. But to slam it 
and say we are not doing anything over 
here and ignoring the child credit, to 
ignore the fact that we are expanding 
the 15-percent bracket substantially 
for married couples, which means a lot 
of married couples will be paying 15 
percent instead of 28 percent, almost a 
reduction of one-half on a lot of their 
income—that is a big change—to ig-
nore those kinds of things would be a 
mistake. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
package. I hope we don’t have a lot of 
amendments. It has been pretty well 
balanced, if you want to look at it like 
that, from a political perspective. I 
hope we can improve the bill as we go 
forward. I hope we don’t engage in a lot 
of class warfare rhetoric nonsense. It 
seems that that has been coming out 
lately. I don’t think it is justified. It is 
not becoming to the Senate. 

Taxpayers are entitled to tax relief. 
They haven’t had it for the last couple 
years. Congress passed, in 1999, tax re-
lief. President Clinton vetoed it. Con-
gress passed a couple bills last year to 
eliminate the death tax and eliminate 
the marriage penalty. President Clin-
ton vetoed them. Taxpayers are over-
due in getting relief. It is time we give 
them some relief. This bill is the first 
good news the taxpayers have had, cer-
tainly since 1997, and the first signifi-

cant, real relief they have had in dec-
ades. 

I am very hopeful and pleased that 
we will put this on the President’s 
desk, hopefully, by next Friday. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 

great thing about our country is we 
can have honest differences of opinion, 
and we do. The Senator from Oklahoma 
says he is against redistributing in-
come through the Tax Code. That is ex-
actly what this bill does. Only this re-
distributes it up. 

We have a circumstance in which the 
wealthiest 1 percent are getting a 
greater share of the tax reduction pro-
vided in this bill than they pay in Fed-
eral taxes. Now the Senator wants to 
talk just about income taxes. People 
don’t only pay income taxes; they pay 
income taxes, payroll taxes, and other 
taxes. The wealthiest 1 percent don’t 
pay 33 percent of Federal taxes—they 
don’t. They pay 23 percent to 26 percent 
in Federal taxes, but they get 33 per-
cent of the benefit in this plan. That is 
not fair. It is not fair. 

The Senator talks about the estate 
tax. The fact is, the estate tax is paid 
by the wealthiest 2 percent of the es-
tates in America. We agree there is a 
problem with the current estate tax be-
cause it bites at much too low a level— 
$675,000 for an individual, $1.3 million 
for a couple—before you start paying 
any tax. That is too low given what has 
happened to the value of financial as-
sets, real estate and other assets. 

I have supported increasing the es-
tate tax to $5 million for an individual, 
$10 million for a couple, but elimi-
nating the estate tax is fiscally irre-
sponsible given the cost the Federal 
Government is going to face when the 
baby boomers retire. It costs $750 bil-
lion the second 10 years. From where is 
the money going to come? The Senator 
from Oklahoma is going to shift that 
burden on to everybody else. 

The tax policy is fundamentally a 
question of, what is the fairest way of 
distributing the burden in society? 
What is the fairest way? The Senator 
from Oklahoma apparently has a dif-
ference with this Senator, at least on 
what is fair. I don’t think it is fair to 
take the people’s money and give 33 
percent of the benefit of this tax cut to 
the wealthiest 1 percent. I don’t think 
that is fair. I don’t think it demeans 
the Senate one bit to have that debate. 
I think it is exactly the debate the peo-
ple of this country, who sent us here, 
expect us to have. What is the fiscally 
responsible thing to do? What is the 
fair thing to do? That is exactly what 
we ought to be debating. 

We also have a difference on what the 
historical record is. The Senator goes 
back to the 1980s and talks about a 
doubling of tax receipts. But I think 
that is misleading because it doesn’t 
take account of inflation. The way to 
best compare what happened to rev-
enue and expenditure in different his-
torical periods is by looking at revenue 
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as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct and outlays as a percentage of 
gross domestic product. When you do 
that, it is very clear what happened in 
the 1980s. The spending went up with 
the big defense buildup the President 
proposed and Congress enacted. The 
spending went up as a percentage of 
GDP. The revenue went down sharply 
as a percentage of GDP. That opened 
up this massive chasm, which was def-
icit. The yearly difference between 
what we took in and what we spent 
multiplied the debt. The debt quad-
rupled, putting this country in a deep 
hole. And the same folks who designed 
that package are coming back with the 
one we see today. 

The question is, what is the fiscally 
responsible thing to do? I don’t believe 
it is responsible to pass this package. I 
don’t think it is a fair thing to do, ei-
ther. 

I rise to offer an amendment to deal 
with one of the issues that I think is 
most unfair in terms of the bill that is 
before us. Every Senator has talked 
about the need to fix the marriage pen-
alty. Indeed, we should fix it because 
some couples pay more taxes simply 
because they are married. That is not 
right. That is not fair. I think we all 
agree with those propositions. But this 
bill doesn’t do anything about it for 4 
years. There is no marriage penalty re-
lief in this bill for this year. There is 
no marriage penalty relief in this bill 
for next year. There is no marriage 
penalty relief in this bill for the year 
thereafter. There is no marriage pen-
alty relief for 4 years. I don’t think we 
can leave this legislation without ad-
dressing the marriage penalty now. 

The amendment I am offering would 
simply say, let’s put in place those ele-
ments of this legislation that address 
the marriage penalty now. Let’s do it 
this year. Let’s put it in place imme-
diately. I believe marriage penalty re-
lief should begin as soon as possible— 
not 4 years from now, not 5 years from 
now, but now. 

Under my amendment, the two key 
components of this legislation dealing 
with the marriage penalty would be 
put into place immediately: One, the 
standard deduction for married couples 
would double the deduction for single 
individuals; two, the top income limit 
in the 15-percent bracket for married 
couples would be double the limit for 
single individuals. This does not solve 
the marriage penalty, but they are the 
provisions that are in this bill. These 
are the provisions in this bill that do 
not take effect for 4 years. I am simply 
saying let’s move them up and have 
them take effect immediately. 

By providing marriage penalty relief 
more quickly, we are helping middle- 
class Americans, strengthening fami-
lies, and removing tax disadvantages to 
marriage. I think we can all agree on 
that. We also help simplify tax filing 
for the many families who will no 
longer have to itemize their deduc-
tions. We are improving the fairness of 
the package. 

The bottom line is, without this fix, 
a couple who got married last year will 
have to wait until their eighth wedding 
anniversary to get full marriage pen-
alty relief. I don’t believe that is right 
or fair. We can do better. This amend-
ment is an attempt to do that. 

My amendment is paid for by delay-
ing the rate reductions for the top two 
brackets, so that the rates will drop to 
35 percent and 38 percent in 2009, and to 
33 and 36 percent in 2010. In essence, we 
are saying, put marriage penalty relief 
as a top priority. 

AMENDMENT NO. 654 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. CON-

RAD], for himself and Mr. JOHNSON, proposes 
an amendment numbered 654. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To accelerate the elimination of 

the marriage penalty in the standard de-
duction and 15-percent bracket and to mod-
ify the reduction in the marginal rate of 
tax) 
On page 9, strike all after line 11 and before 

line 15 and insert the following: 

‘‘In the case of 
taxable years 

beginning dur-
ing calendar 

year: 

The corresponding percent-
ages shall be substituted for 
the following percentages: 

28% 31% 36% 39.6% 

2002, 2003, and 
2004.

27% 30% 36% 39.6% 

2005 and 2006 .. 26% 29% 36% 39.6% 
2007 and 2008 .. 25% 28% 36% 39.6% 
2009 ................ 25% 28% 35% 38% 
2010 and there-

after.
25% 28% 33% 36% 

‘‘(3) ADJUSTMENT OF TABLES.—The Sec-
retary shall adjust the tables prescribed 
under subsection (f) to carry out this sub-
section, and in any fiscal year in which such 
adjustment results in an on-budget surplus 
smaller than the medicare HI trust fund sur-
plus, the Secretary shall further adjust such 
tables to ensure that in such fiscal year the 
on-budget surplus is not less than such ac-
count.’’. 

Beginning on page 19, strike line 8 and all 
that follows through page 20, line 12, and in-
sert the following: 

(1) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph (A) 
and inserting ‘‘twice the dollar amount in ef-
fect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable 
year’’; 

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); 

(3) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all that 
follows in subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘in 
any other case.’’; and 

(4) by striking subparagraph (D). 
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6), as 

amended by section 103(b), is amended by 
striking ‘‘(other than with’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘shall be applied’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(other than with respect to sections 
63(c)(4) and 151(d)(3)(A)) shall be applied’’. 

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following flush 
sentence: 

‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to 
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by 

Beginning on page 20, strike line 21 and all 
that follows through page 22, line 4, and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(8) ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 
15-PERCENT BRACKET.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001, in 
prescribing the tables under paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(i) the maximum taxable income in the 
15-percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (a) (and the minimum 
taxable income in the next higher taxable in-
come bracket in such table) shall be twice 
the maximum taxable income in the 15-per-
cent rate bracket in the table contained in 
subsection (c) (after any other adjustment 
under this subsection), and 

‘‘(ii) the comparable taxable income 
amounts in the table contained in subsection 
(d) shall be 1⁄2 of the amounts determined 
under clause (i). 

‘‘(B) ROUNDING.—If any amount determined 
under subparagraph (A)(i) is not a multiple 
of $50, such amount shall be rounded to the 
next lowest multiple of $50.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator can offer 
an amendment in his own right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota controls 1 
hour on the amendment. 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to 
the managers I have no desire to take 
an hour on this amendment, consid-
ering the other amendments Senators 
desire to offer. I am prepared to go to 
a vote very quickly on this amend-
ment. Perhaps others want to speak. I 
understand that. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator JOHNSON be shown as an original 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, perhaps 
others would like to speak. I am happy 
to work with the manager in whatever 
way he thinks is most appropriate in 
order to move things along. If the man-
ager on our side wants to delay consid-
eration and have other amendments 
considered or have others speak on 
other subjects, that is fine with me. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from North Dakota knows, we 
are trying to negotiate out a sequence 
and order of amendments. I very much 
appreciate the graciousness of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. At this point, 
since I do not know what the Senator 
from Texas, who has an amendment on 
the subject, desires, I suggest that the 
Senator proceed with his amendment, 
and that after a reasonable period of 
time we will be in a much better posi-
tion to know about how to sequence 
this. I urge the Senator to proceed. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
very much. I have made my initial re-
marks. I see the Senator from South 
Dakota, Mr. JOHNSON, now in the 
Chamber. He is an original cosponsor of 
the amendment. I think he would like 
time to speak on the amendment as 
well. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from North Da-
kota. I will be very brief. 

I applaud the work Senator CONRAD 
has done on the marriage penalty 
amendment by accelerating the mar-
riage penalty relief to begin imme-
diately. One of the great disappoint-
ments of the pending legislation is that 
the marriage penalty is not phased out 
until beginning the year 2005. 

There are many of us who thought 
this was going to be one of the high- 
priority items we would be taking up 
in a tax cut bill, and yet we find noth-
ing happens relative to getting rid of 
the marriage penalty for half a decade. 

The offset Senator CONRAD has pro-
posed is a delay in the phase-in of the 
marginal tax rates for the top two 
brackets, the 39.6 and 36-percent brack-
ets. Those are families who are making 
roughly $300,000 a year for the 39.6-per-
cent bracket and about $161,000 for the 
36-percent bracket. This would be de-
layed. They would ultimately get the 
bracket reduction, the same as was ini-
tially proposed. 

The question is, who has to wait? The 
people with the marriage penalty or 
the highest tax bracket? Somebody has 
to wait to fit into the tax plan, and it 
seems to me we ought to accelerate the 
marriage penalty, which benefits ev-
eryone who is married, regardless of 
what their income might be, and move 
forward with that. 

Again, under this amendment, we 
will allow the phased-down reductions 
of those two top tax brackets just as 
was in the original bill. It is not a mat-
ter of eliminating bracket reduction, 
but it is a matter of having to choose, 
having to make a decision. We have to 
decide right here and now whose tax re-
lief ought to come first. Should it be 
people who are, under Federal policy, 
being penalized for their marital sta-
tus, or should the highest income peo-
ple in America get their relief first and 
people who are being penalized for 
being married have to wait? To me, 
that is an easy decision. To me, public 
policy ought to encourage family sta-
bility. Public policy ought to encour-
age marriage, not discourage it, and in 
the course of trying to come up with a 
more equitable Tax Code, it ought to 
be among the very first items we ad-
dress. 

To delay tax relief on the marriage 
penalty in order to continue to quickly 
reduce the tax brackets on the wealthi-
est upper percentiles of the American 
public does not make a lot of sense to 
me. 

This change would be a great benefit 
to married families all across South 
Dakota. It would affect, by slowing 
down the phase-in, fewer than 3 percent 
of the citizens of my State, but in ex-
change for that, they would get their 
marriage penalty relieved as well re-
gardless of income levels. 

This is a sensible, commonsense 
amendment being offered by Senator 

CONRAD. It does nothing to the overall 
scope of the tax cut. It does nothing to 
eliminate the reductions in brackets 
for the top income tax brackets, but it 
does say, with an exclamation point, 
right here and now that we will make 
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty immediately one of our priorities. 
We should not be phasing it in over the 
course of 5 years simply to allow the 
immediate reduction of tax payments 
by the wealthiest upper percentiles in 
America. That is the tradeoff. That is 
the balance and choice we have to 
make. 

I applaud Senator CONRAD for his 
work on this amendment and hope my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
will support the immediate elimination 
of the marriage penalty. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Colorado 
what time he might consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ALLARD. If I may have 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield 15 minutes. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, first I 

commend Chairman GRASSLEY for his 
hard work in putting this tax bill to-
gether. He has done a great job as 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
and we all appreciate how quickly he 
was able to get this tax cut out of his 
committee. He has provided critical 
leadership in the battle to provide tax 
relief to the American people. 

I reiterate, as I have time and again, 
the budget surplus is the people’s sur-
plus, it is not the Government’s sur-
plus, and it is time to refund a portion 
of this surplus to the people who pay 
the bills. They are being overtaxed, and 
they deserve a refund. 

This bill provides that refund in the 
form of lower income tax rates. It re-
peals the death tax. There is an in-
crease in the child tax credit. There is 
relief on the marriage penalty provi-
sions and tax relief for education ex-
penses. That is a good start. I am one 
of those Senators who thinks there 
could be more done and should be more 
done as far as the size of the tax cut, 
but this is a good start. 

My hope is that we can continue to 
improve this bill in the Senate and in 
conference, and that we can work for 
more tax cuts in a second tax bill later 
this year. 

I have two concerns with this bill. 
First, the bill does not cut the income 
tax rates far enough. There should be 
no higher rate, in my view, than 33 per-
cent. All of the tax brackets should be 
lowered so that we have only four 
rates: 10 percent, 15 percent, 25 percent, 
and then the final level would be the 33 
percent. 

In my view, no one should pay more 
than a third of their income in Federal 
income taxes. This is what the Presi-
dent and the House have proposed, and 
I am hopeful we can move to that in 
the conference. 

The second concern I have is that 
this bill contains no reduction in the 
capital gains tax rate. I will, therefore, 
be offering an amendment to add this 
tax cut to the bill. My amendment will 
reduce the top capital gains rate from 
20 percent to 15 percent with those in 
the lower brackets paying only a 7-per-
cent rate on capital gains. 

I have two versions of this amend-
ment. One is a permanent rate cut. The 
other is a 2-year rate cut that should 
clearly raise revenue even under the 
Joint Tax Committee scoring. 

I cannot understand why we do not 
have a capital gains cut in this bill. 
Both parties have come together in 
support of immediate tax relief to 
stimulate the economy, and, in my 
view, there is no tax that could do 
more to stimulate the economy than a 
further reduction in the capital gains 
rate if we could cut that further. If we 
want to pull the economy out of its 
slump, if we want to revive the stock 
market, if we want to return to full 
economic growth, we should cut the 
capital gains tax. 

The greatest irony is we could cut 
this tax with no loss of revenue. In 
fact, a capital gains tax cut will actu-
ally raise revenue. This occurs for 
three reasons. First, a reduction in the 
tax on capital gains will, purely and 
simply, increase economic growth. Sec-
ond, it will increase the value of cap-
ital assets held by taxpayers. Three, 
when the tax is cut, people will sell 
more capital assets. We open up the 
gates of commerce. 

Remember, the capital gains tax is a 
voluntary tax. It is only paid when the 
assets are sold and investors are much 
more willing to sell capital assets when 
the tax rate is lower. This is not a the-
ory. It has been proven time and again 
by history. Let me reflect on a few of 
those historical moments. 

In 1997, we reduced the capital gains 
tax from 28 percent to 20 percent, and 
many of you, I think, in this Chamber 
will recall the debate over whether this 
would raise or lower revenues. We now 
have the answer. Revenue from capital 
gains increased dramatically after the 
tax rate cut. In fact, in just the 4 years 
since the rate cut, 1997 through 2000, 
the Government has received $200 bil-
lion more capital gains revenue than 
forecast before the tax rate. I repeat, 
$200 million in added revenue in just 4 
years. 

I call my colleagues’ attention to 
this chart. I have placed a copy on each 
Member’s desk. The chart shows for 
the years 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 the 
orange-yellow bars, what would have 
been the projected revenue from cap-
ital gains if we had not reduced the 
capital gains rate. The amount of 
growth that has occurred during this 
same period is phenomenal. This re-
flects the increase in capital gains rev-
enue, and this projected what it would 
have been if we had not cut capital 
gains. It is substantial. It is $200 billion 
in added revenue in 4 years. 

Each time we have cut the capital 
gains tax rate, revenues have gone up. 
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This happened after the 1978 cut from 

40 percent to 28 percent. It happened 
again in 1981 when the rate was cut 
from 28 percent to 20 percent. 

By contrast, after the 1986 tax in-
crease, revenues actually declined. 

Then finally in 1997, after the most 
recent reduction in the tax rate, we ex-
perienced a huge capital gains revenue 
increase. 

This added revenue has been a big 
factor in the budget surpluses of recent 
years. In fact, this $200 billion of added 
revenue exceeds the entire non-Social 
Security surplus since 1997. 

I refer my colleagues specifically to 
the four years since the 1997 rate cut 
from 28 percent to 20 percent. In each 
year you can see the revenue that was 
forecast before the rate cut, and then 
next to it the revenue that we actually 
received. 

The revenues are virtually double the 
forecast after the rate cut—as I noted, 
$200 billion in new money in just 4 
years. 

The increase in revenues should 
make this tax cut an easy sell, but that 
is not the main reason that we should 
cut the tax. 

The main reason is that this tax cut 
immediately increase savings, capital 
investment, and stock values. 

All of this is pointed out in Monday’s 
Wall Street Journal op-ed by Arthur 
Laffer, Lawrence Kudlow, and Stephen 
Moore. 

At this time I ask unanimous con-
sent that this Journal article be print-
ed in the RECORD at the close of my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ALLARD. Let me just quote 

from the final paragraph of this article: 
The last capital-gains cut in Washington 

led to higher productivity and capital invest-
ment, a spectacular surge in stock values, 
and a new age of federal surpluses. Isn’t that 
exactly what is meant by a fiscal stimulus? 

That is what is meant by fiscal stim-
ulus. We should add this provision to 
our tax bill for the simple reason that 
it will get this economy moving again. 

The American people are overtaxed. 
Tax Freedom Day was May 3, this 

year. This is the latest it has ever 
been. 

This means that average American 
families will work the first 123 days of 
the year to pay the combined tax bill 
from all levels of government—Federal, 
State, and local. 

It is time for a tax cut. 
We frequently discuss the budget sur-

plus, but I believe that it is more accu-
rate to refer to it as the tax surplus. 
The tax surplus represents an overpay-
ment by taxpayers and should be re-
funded to those who overpaid. 

Tax cuts will benefit all Americans 
by making the economy stronger. Low 
taxes reward work, saving, and invest-
ment. Low taxes provide the fuel for 
our economy to create new jobs and 
raise our standard of living. 

Allowing people to keep their own 
money simply makes the most sense. 

People are in a better position than the 
government to know what they need. I 
believe in the people’s priorities, not 
Washington’s priorities. 

This tax cut is real money that can 
be used for the downpayment on a 
home, college tuition, or a family vaca-
tion. 

While I want to add a capital gains 
tax cut, I know that this tax bill con-
tains many important provisions. 

All taxpayers will get immediate re-
lief when the 15 percent rate is lowered 
to 10 percent on a significant portion of 
income. 

The tax bill also increases the child 
tax credit, provides tax relief for edu-
cation expenses, and eliminates the 
death tax. 

I am particularly pleased to support 
repeal of the death tax. It is the one 
tax cut issue that comes up consist-
ently. 

The United States retains among the 
highest estate taxes in the world, and 
top estate tax rates can reach over 55 
percent. This is money that was al-
ready taxed when it was earned. 

The estate tax can destroy a family 
business. This is the most disturbing 
aspect of the tax. No American family 
should lose its business because of the 
estate tax or death tax. 

Similarly, more and more large 
ranches and farms are facing the pros-
pect of break-up and sale to developers 
in order to pay the estate tax. 

Americans are spending more than 
ever on taxes. In fact, we now pay more 
in taxes than we do for food, shelter, 
and clothing combined. Since when did 
the Federal Government become more 
important than life’s essentials? 

It is time to reverse this trend by 
cutting taxes across the board. Low 
taxes will help our economy and will 
also help America’s families. 

I ask my colleagues to support my 
amendment to reduce the capital gains 
rate to 15 percent. 

This addition will make the bill even 
stronger than it is now. 

Adding this will stimulate the econ-
omy, increase saving and investment, 
and boost Federal revenues. 

We should not let this opportunity 
pass without adding the tax cut that 
will do the most to restore the pros-
perous 4 percent to 5 percent economic 
growth that we experienced in the late 
1990’s. 

There is no reason why our economy 
cannot sustain high levels of economic 
growth. 

This is in fact the best way to ensure 
that we can continue tax relief, pay off 
the national debt, improve education 
opportunities, and finance the Social 
Security and Medicare commitments 
that have been made to the baby boom 
generation. 

We need a strong and vibrant econ-
omy to fully achieve our goals and re-
alize our dreams for all Americans. 

A capital gains tax cut will help us to 
quickly restore that strong economy. 

I ask for the support of my col-
leagues as we move to cut the capital 
gains tax rate. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From The Wall Street Journal, May 14, 2001] 

REAL RELIEF: A CAPITAL-GAINS TAX CUT 
(By Arthur Laffer, Lawrence Kudlow, and 

Stephen Moore) 
The budget deal reached last week between 

the White House and Congress calls for a $100 
billion tax-cut stimulus in 2001–02. Yet to be 
decided is the nature of those cuts. Congress, 
increasingly jittery about the sagging econ-
omy, will likely seek rate cuts that offer 
growth-enhancing tax relief quickly. 

That makes a lot of sense. What doesn’t is 
the tax-rebate plan that many in Congress 
wish to enact. The tax rebate is intended to 
send checks out to American workers to 
stimulate consumer spending. But more 
spending is not what the economy needs 
most now. 

PERSONAL SAVINGS 
This has always been an investment-led 

downturn, not a consumer slump. The huge 
federal tax overpayments have badly drained 
personal savings and undermined capital in-
vestment and risk-taking. The one tax cut 
that would immediately boost savings, cap-
ital investment and stock values is a reduc-
tion in the capital-gains tax. 

Consider what has happened to Americans’ 
wealth over the past several months. The 
Federal Reserve Board reported that Ameri-
cans lost nearly $2 trillion in wealth in just 
the last quarter of 2000 as a result of the 
stock-market decline. This is the equivalent 
of a $20,000 evisceration in wealth and capital 
for each household in America. It is the lack 
of capital formation that poses such a tall 
barrier to resuming the prosperous 4% to 5% 
growth of the late 1990s. 

Oddly enough, a capital-gains cut is not 
now part of the Bush tax plan or the congres-
sional agenda. It should be. The capital-gains 
cut has the added political attraction that it 
is self-financing and, properly scored, would 
actually increase revenues. 

The best course would be a permanent re-
duction in the capital-gains tax from 20% to 
about 15%. But if the rules of the budget 
agreement only allow a stimulus tax cut 
through 2002, Congress should still cut the 
capital-gains tax for the next two years. (We 
doubt any Congress would be foolhardy 
enough to raise the rate again, mortally 
wounding the economy just before the next 
elections.) 

Any capital-gains cut would instantly be 
capitalized into the value of stocks. Stock 
values are determined by the discounted 
present value of the after-tax rate of return 
on the asset. So, capital-gains tax relief 
would immediately raise investment return 
and lower capital costs. This isn’t just specu-
lation. The past two capital-gains tax rate 
cuts—in 1981 and in 1987—were both followed 
by riptide gains in the stock market and the 
economy. 

Reducing this tax will encourage investors 
to unlock cumulative gains of the past, liber-
ating capital and freeing these funds to be 
reinvested in more future-oriented, entrepre-
neurial, growth-generating enterprises. In 
particular, it would spur venture-capital in-
vestment, which rocketed upward after the 
1997 rate cut but has recently sagged badly. 
This pool of high-risk investment capital is 
essential to finance technological innova-
tion, itself vital to productivity advances 
that will increase real wages and expand the 
economy’s growth potential. 

Moreover, this growth effect would be mul-
tiplied if the arbitrary one-year holding pe-
riod for the long-term capital-gains tax rate 
were eliminated entirely. 

Skeptics will accuse us of ‘‘voodoo eco-
nomics’’ when we say that a capital-gains 
tax cut will raise revenue. But those skep-
tics—Dick Gephardt and Tom Daschle, in 
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particular—are just as wrong now as they 
were back in 1997 when the capital-gains rate 
was chopped to 20% from 28%. Congressional 
Budget Office data confirms a stunning gain 
in tax revenues from the lower capital-gains 
tax rate. Receipts more than doubled to $118 
billion in 2000 from $54 billion in 1996. 

In fact, revenues generated after the 1997 
cut, compared with revenues predicted at the 
time, tell an amazing story. Before the tax 
rate was cut to 20% from 28%, the Joint 
Committee on Taxation predicted that we 
would collect $209 billion from 1997 to 2000 
from capital-gains payments. Instead, the 
capital-gains tax raised $372 billion over this 
period. In other words, the lower tax rate 
yielded 80% more revenue over the four-year 
period than was projected if the rate had re-
mained at 28%—a $166 billion windfall. In 
fact, the capital-gains tax cut was a contrib-
utor to the big and unexpected budget sur-
pluses that emerged in the late 1990s. 

We aren’t suggesting this capital-gains cut 
as a substitute for the George W. Bush’s tax- 
cut plan. It’s imperative that the White 
House stick to its guns on its planned reduc-
tion of the top tax rate to 33%, down from 
39.6% today. The income-tax rate cuts are 
desirable because they will increase indi-
vidual and small-business incentives that 
will raise the long-term growth potential 
and investment attractiveness of the U.S. 
economy. 

RATE CUTS 
But the income-tax rate cuts in the presi-

dent’s plan are far too backloaded (the top 
rate would only fall to 38% in 2002) to pro-
vide much juice for the economy right now. 
In fact, if the capital-gains cut raises more 
revenues, as expected, then it will help fi-
nance the Bush income-tax rate reduction 
plan. 

The last capital-gains cut in Washington 
led to higher productivity and capital invest-
ment, a spectacular surge in stock values, 
and a new age of federal surpluses. Isn’t that 
exactly what is meant by a fiscal stimulus? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

My purpose for rising is to discuss 
the amendment before the Senate, an 
amendment from the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. CON-
RAD. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield. 
Mr. REID. Just so the managers of 

the bill understand, Senator ROCKE-
FELLER indicated a willingness to 
speak on the bill itself. He will be over 
in 10 or 15 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. We will do every-
thing we can to accommodate Members 
of both parties. That is perfectly legiti-
mate, particularly considering the fact 
that Senator ROCKEFELLER has many 
amendments to the bill and has strong 
feelings about the bill, and we have a 
responsibility to let the American peo-
ple hear that point of view. 

I think, in visiting about the mar-
riage penalty, it is good to talk about 
tax relief for married families in the 
mark that goes beyond just the mar-
riage penalty. The bill provides specific 
relief for married families. This is at 
all income levels. First, we expand the 
earned-income credit. That is a pro-
gram for married families with chil-
dren. The phasing in of the earned-in-
come credit, which targets assistance 

to low-income families, is expanded in 
our legislation by $3,000. 

I want to give Senator JEFFORDS 
from Vermont the credit for working 
so hard on this provision. He believes 
very strongly in a tax bill being equi-
table between different income levels. 
He tailored it so this relief happens im-
mediately. This is not one of the por-
tions of the bill that phases in. The 
next tax year, this provision of $3,000 
earned-income credit will take effect. 
So we are providing, in this section, 
something that is of immediate im-
pact. In addition to Senator JEFFORDS, 
I should give appropriate credit to Sen-
ator SNOWE from Maine and Senator 
LINCOLN from Arkansas for this provi-
sion as well. 

We are providing part of our relief for 
married families right away. I might 
add, it is a hallmark of this bill that 
the benefits provided to low-income 
families are immediate, while benefits 
to other income levels are phased in, as 
you have been told so many times over 
the course of this debate thus far. The 
income tax relief for married families 
is phased in over 4 years and completed 
in the year 2008. It provides for dou-
bling of the standard deduction for 
those married filing jointly, and it 
makes the 15-percent rate bracket for 
married filing jointly two times that of 
someone filing single. 

Income tax relief is provided for both 
one-earner and two-earner families. 
For those who want to start providing 
targeted income tax relief for married 
families earlier, where were these folks 
a few weeks ago when we were debating 
the size of the tax cut, particularly 
during the period on the budget? What 
happened when we went from $1.6 tril-
lion down to $1.35 trillion—that was a 
desire more from the other side of the 
aisle than just a few on this side of the 
aisle. That is what makes it difficult to 
squeeze all these different, very impor-
tant tax equity provisions into this 
bill. So anybody who complains about 
having to phase some of these things in 
more slowly, they could have taken 
hold much more quickly if we were 
dealing with a $1.6 trillion package 
rather than a $1.35 trillion package. 
The phase-in of the marriage relief re-
flects the realities of a budget resolu-
tion, then, that is down about $300 bil-
lion. 

I think, also, there is a certain 
amount of intellectual questioning 
that is legitimate in this process of a 
well-tailored bipartisan bill out of the 
Senate Finance Committee, that the 
Senate Finance Committee had to fit 
into a $1.35 trillion package, and then 
complaining about the phase-in being 
so slow. 

Somehow, I doubt my colleagues who 
mention these things would join me in 
offering an amendment that would in-
crease the tax reduction by the amount 
necessary to provide immediate tax re-
lief on the marriage penalty. 

So we get back to something that is 
a familiar part of this debate today, 
and will be until we get done on Mon-

day, and that is this bill is balanced. It 
is balanced in fairness and equity. It is 
also balanced in a political way. This is 
a bipartisan bill. 

I hope when this amendment comes 
up, we have strong bipartisan opposi-
tion to changing a very carefully craft-
ed portion of the bill, the marriage 
penalty. 

The bill also provides immediate tax 
reduction for all marginal tax rates as 
a means of helping to strengthen our 
economy and balances that with good 
tax policy of supporting the institution 
of marriage. If the economy is not 
strong, everyone, whether it is fami-
lies, children, the elderly, or other 
groups of Americans, suffers. 

The economy comes first, although I 
will say again, we do provide benefits 
for low-income married people with 
children right now. This is a figleaf 
amendment to cover up the fact that 
many people did not answer the call 
when the Senate was considering mar-
riage penalty relief last year. This 
amendment harms our efforts to 
strengthen the economy. That is why I 
am urging its defeat. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. I would like to hear an 

explanation of how it harms the econ-
omy of the country to address the mar-
riage penalty this year rather than 
wait 4 years. How is that? How does 
that hurt the country? How does it 
hurt the country to address the mar-
riage penalty now instead of waiting 4 
years? 

Just the opposite is true. It strength-
ens the country to address the mar-
riage penalty now and not wait 4 years. 
The fact is, on this side I offered a 
budget plan that had half as big a tax 
cut, but it dealt with the marriage pen-
alty. In fact, it had more money to ad-
dress marriage penalty than is in this 
bill. So it is not a question of since you 
supported a smaller tax cut that you 
were then preventing addressing the 
marriage penalty. There are other 
choices to be made. 

How much you provide at the top end 
of the income spectrum is a key issue. 
Here is the problem with this bill. The 
top 1 percent get twice as much of the 
benefits as the bottom 60 percent. That 
is the problem with this bill. If you 
didn’t design the tax proposal in this 
way, you would have no problem doing 
what I am doing with this amendment, 
which is to provide marriage penalty 
relief starting now, not waiting, as the 
legislation before us does, for 4 years to 
do anything. The problem they have is 
summed up very well in this chart. The 
top 1 percent get 33.5 percent of the 
benefit of this bill. The bottom 60 per-
cent get 15 percent of the benefit. So 
the top 1 percent, people on average 
who earn in this country $1.1 million a 
year—and that is great; I am all for 
them. I am pleased they are successful. 
It is a great thing about America. But 
when we are talking about taking the 
people’s money and giving it back to 
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people, I am not for taking the people’s 
money and giving a third of it to peo-
ple who are on average earning $1.1 
million. That doesn’t strike me as fair. 
That doesn’t strike me as equitable. 
That doesn’t strike me as balanced. 
That doesn’t strike me as the way to 
strengthen the economy. 

In this amendment I say let’s address 
the marriage penalty beginning now. 
We do not have to wait 4 years to begin 
to address the marriage penalty. The 
marriage penalty is not right. It is 
hurting those who are in a cir-
cumstance in which the Tax Code pe-
nalizes them for being married. That is 
not right. Nobody supports that. I do 
not suggest anybody does. 

The Senator from Iowa said some of 
us on the other side last year did not 
support a proposal on marriage pen-
alty. You bet we did not support that 
because it did not solve the marriage 
penalty. It dealt with three of the pro-
visions in the code that create mar-
riage penalty, that impose a marriage 
penalty. There are over 60 provisions in 
the code that impose marriage penalty. 
On our side, we proposed giving tax-
payers a choice. They could file as indi-
viduals, they could file as a couple, 
whichever benefited them the most. 
That is the only way to solve all of the 
60 places in the Tax Code that impose 
a marriage penalty. That was not ac-
cepted. It was not passed. 

In this bill, we have a different ap-
proach. It is a useful approach. It 
helps. But it is delayed. It is deferred. 
It is drawn out. What we are saying is: 
Look, let’s address the marriage pen-
alty now. Let’s not wait 4 years before 
we start. And let’s not wait until 2008 
to fully phase it in. Let’s start dealing 
with the marriage penalty now. I think 
that is fair and it does no harm to the 
country. It strengthens the country to 
do so. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

yield myself such time as I consume. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. This legislation is a 

commonsense approach. Politically, it 
is bipartisan. In order to get anything 
through the Senate, you have to have 
that commonsense approach, some-
thing where we produce legislation 
that will get at least 51 votes. We have 
legislation here that will get a lot 
more than 51 votes. So the common 
sense is that there is a balance here: 
One, politically it is bipartisan. The 
other one is that it is balanced between 
short-term stimulus, immediate help 
for lower income tax rates, and helping 
those at the outer income. In the outer 
years, that is phased in to lower the 
top marginal tax rate. 

The Senator’s marriage penalty 
amendment upsets the balance that we 
have in this bill between short-term, 
immediate help and the long-term 
stimulus to the economy. This bill is 
balanced between a short-term stim-
ulus of $100 billion and then the 
changes in the higher marginal tax 

rates which will have a long-term im-
pact on the economy. He pays for his 
amendment by damaging the balance 
we have in this bill between short-term 
stimulus and long-term stimulus be-
cause, even though these rates are 
phased in over the next few years, by 
reducing the marginal tax rates, we 
have economic studies that show peo-
ple will change their investment habits 
based upon the prospects and known 
changes of tax law. Even though the 
money is not in the pockets of the tax-
payers, we know there is going to be 
changes of investment and spending 
habits, based upon the prospects of the 
marginal tax rates coming down that 
are going to be a long-term benefit to 
this economy—creating jobs, keeping 
inflation down, and strengthening the 
economy. 

I plead with my colleagues, as they 
consider this legislation—it is fair to 
look at the equity of the bill, but the 
equity is between long-term stimulus, 
short-term stimulus, between partisan-
ship or bipartisan. We have a balance 
through bipartisanship, and we have a 
balance between long-term stimulus 
and short-term stimulus. 

So what is wrong with the amend-
ment by the Senator from North Da-
kota? It isn’t that he wants to do more 
about the marriage penalty. We all 
would. But this is a carefully crafted 
compromise, both for the political need 
to get a bill through and for the good 
of the economy. And we try to be fair 
in the process. That is why it upsets 
this very delicate balance. 

We should keep our eye on the ball, 
and keeping your eye on the ball 
means: Where do we want to go? We 
want to be fair and equitable. We want 
short-term stimulus. We want long- 
term improvement to the economy. 
This bill does all that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, when 

my colleague, who I respect and admire 
and like and work with frequently, 
makes these points, I just profoundly 
disagree. I do not think this is a bal-
anced package. I showed the chart as 
to why I do not think this is balanced. 
He is talking about upsetting the bal-
ance. This is not my idea of balance. 
The top 1 percent get 33 percent of the 
benefits, and the bottom 60 percent get 
15 percent of the benefits. Half as much 
for the bottom 60 percent as the top 1 
percent? And this is called a carefully 
crafted balance? 

Looking at it a different way, the 
bottom 20 percent get 1 percent of the 
benefits, the top 20 percent get 70 per-
cent of the benefits. And this is a care-
fully crafted balance? There is no bal-
ance. The top 1 percent get 33 percent 
of the benefits, twice as much as the 
bottom 60 percent. 

When we look at rate reduction, it is 
very interesting. These are the rates 
that are in the current code: For the 
15-percent rate, they do not get any 
rate reduction, none, zip. Interestingly 

enough, that is where the vast major-
ity of the American taxpayers are. 
That is where 70 percent of the Amer-
ican taxpayers are. They get no rate 
reduction. 

For the 28 percent, they get 3 points, 
about a 10 percent on rate reduction; 
the same is true at 31 percent; the 
same is true at 36 percent. 

The very top, the very wealthiest 
who pay a rate of 39.6 percent, get the 
biggest rate reduction of all, but the 
bottom rate, where 70 percent of the 
American taxpayers are, gets nothing. 

They call this balanced? I do not see 
any balance. They call this fair, care-
fully calibrated? Carefully calibrated if 
you are at the top. But if you are one 
of the 70 percent of the American peo-
ple who are down here in the 15-percent 
bracket, you get no rate relief. 

It does not seem carefully calibrated 
to me. It does not seem fair to me. It 
does not seem balanced to me. When 
there are five rates in the current Tax 
Code and only one rate gets no rate re-
lief, and it just happens to be the rate 
where 70 percent of the American tax-
payers are, that does not strike me as 
balanced. And the biggest rate reduc-
tion going to the very top bracket does 
not seem balanced to me. 

I do not think it is going to seem bal-
anced to the American people when 
they have a chance to review it. I do 
not think it is going to seem balanced 
to them when they have a chance to 
find out the details. 

I do not think the 70 percent of the 
American people who find out they get 
no rate relief are going to think they 
have been treated very fairly. This 
thing is weighted to the very top, the 
very wealthiest among us. That is what 
this is. It is not balanced. It is not fair. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I have two charts as 

well. I am not sure I enjoy this battle 
of the charts. 

Mr. REID. I say to Senator GRASS-
LEY—— 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I wonder if the Senator 

would like to enter into this unani-
mous consent agreement? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the pending Conrad 
amendment be temporarily set aside 
following the remarks of the Senator 
from West Virginia, and that Senator 
HUTCHISON be recognized in order to 
offer an amendment relating to the 
marriage tax penalty. I further ask 
consent that there be a total of 2 hours 
equally divided in the usual form for 
debate on both amendments concur-
rently. I further ask consent that fol-
lowing the use or yielding back of time 
the Senate proceed to a vote in rela-
tion to the Conrad amendment, to be 
followed by a vote in relation to the 
Hutchison amendment, with no amend-
ments in order to the amendments 
prior to the votes. 
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I would say that the Senator from 

West Virginia has asked for 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

an objection? 
As a Senator from the State of Ken-

tucky, I object. 
Objection is heard. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from Iowa 

has the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. The charts behind 

me contradict what the President—— 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. I want to ask 

about the process. I am able to do 
whatever I need to do, but I am not 
sure what the previous objection was 
regarding. So I do not know if it was to 
the offering of my amendment after 
Senator CONRAD’s amendment, and 
then the votes, or if it was to the 10 
minutes for the Senator from West Vir-
ginia. But if we could clarify it, then I 
would be able to plan, if the Senator 
from Iowa would help me clarify this 
situation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we could 
resolve this very quickly if the Senator 
from Iowa would allow us to go into a 
very brief quorum call. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I renew my 
unanimous consent request that I pro-
pounded before the quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, there 

may be honest differences of opinion 
between the Senator from North Da-
kota and I, but when he makes the 
claim that this tax bill is not fair, I 
refer to the chart behind me. 

When our legislation is passed, this 
bill will make the income tax system 
more progressive. We have heard the 
other side say that the upper income 
gets more out of the tax cuts. First, 
the people paying the taxes will get 
more tax reductions. But after this bill 
is enacted, the wealthy will be paying 
more of the taxes than they are paying 
now. 

As we can see specifically, where the 
Senator from North Dakota said that 
the top group would be getting 33 per-
cent of the benefit, take into consider-
ation that they are paying 35.9 percent 
of the total taxes today. 

I have a second chart. This chart 
shows that the tax relief share is great-

est in families earning less than $50,000. 
It is all because of our bill. More than 
half of the $750 billion that we have in 
rate cuts in this bill go to the new 10- 
percent rate. We can see here that we 
have very carefully tried to craft a bill 
that is progressive and retains the pro-
gressiveness of the present tax system. 

About the President’s proposal, we 
are not dealing with the President’s 
proposal on the floor today, as the 
President would like to have it. With 
the reality of the makeup of the Con-
gress, it never will be. But let’s just 
say that we were debating today the 
President’s proposal that he announced 
in the campaign and behind which he 
still stands as his policy. If it were car-
ried out, the top income people in 
America would be paying a higher per-
centage of the total income tax take of 
the Federal Treasury than they do 
today. So I don’t want to hear anybody 
talk about the progressiveness of our 
tax system being diluted at all because 
of either this bill or the President’s 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Iowa put up some very 
interesting charts. 

The one he has there now says: Tax 
Relief Act Makes Tax Code More Pro-
gressive. Then under that it says: First 
Year Tax Relief. 

This isn’t a 1-year bill. This is a 10- 
year bill. That is the problem. 

I displayed a chart earlier about all 
the measures that are phased in, all 
the things that come in later on, that 
benefit the wealthiest people in our 
country. He puts up a chart that talks 
about the first-year tax relief. That is 
not a fair measurement of what this 
bill does. That is what is wrong with 
the analysis. 

This is what the bill does over the 10 
years. It gives 70 percent of the bene-
fits to the top 20 percent, and gives 1 
percent of the benefits to the bottom 20 
percent. It gives 33 percent of the bene-
fits to the top 1 percent, twice as much 
as the bottom 60 percent receive. There 
is no way of disputing this. This is 
what the bill does. That is exactly 
what it does. I am not putting up a 
chart that just has the first year. This 
is not a 1-year bill. 

The fact is, this bill is heavily 
weighted to the highest income people 
in the country. That is a fact. The 
chairman of the committee showed a 
previous chart that talked about how 
much people pay in income taxes. 
There is something missing from that 
chart, too. What is missing is payroll 
taxes. 

The fact is, 80 percent of the tax-
payers of this country pay more in pay-
roll taxes than they pay in income 
taxes. Our friends on the other side 
just want to talk about income taxes. 
They want to forget about the fact that 
80 percent of the people pay more in 
payroll taxes. It is when you put the 
full picture in front of people that you 

see the results and the unfairness of 
this proposal. That is what reveals the 
top 1 percent get 33 percent of the ben-
efit but only pay 20 percent of Federal 
taxes. That is when you include the es-
tate taxes, the payroll taxes, the in-
come taxes. But they don’t want to 
talk about all the taxes people pay. 
They just want to talk about income 
taxes because that is the only thing 
that is being cut here—income taxes. 

If we were going to be fair, we would 
be talking about all the taxes people 
pay. When we look at all the taxes peo-
ple pay, we find this tax cut measure: 
33 percent of the benefit goes to the 
wealthiest 1 percent and the bottom 60 
percent only get 15 percent of the ben-
efit. They justify it saying, the top 1 
percent pay more income taxes. Yes, 
they do. Absolutely, I will stipulate to 
that. They do pay more income taxes. 
But they don’t pay 33 percent or 35 per-
cent of all Federal taxes. No. They pay 
about 20 percent of all Federal taxes. 
Yet they are getting 33 percent of the 
benefit here. It is not fair. 

That is why it flunks the fairness 
test. That is why it ought to be op-
posed. That is why we ought to defeat 
this, make it go back to committee and 
come out with something that is more 
fair to the American taxpayer. 

I represent a State where half the 
people make less than $20,000 a year. 
They aren’t going to get any benefit. 
They are not going to get any rate re-
duction—none, zero. Are they going to 
be surprised. The alternative minimum 
tax that currently affects 1.5 million 
people, when this gets in place, it will 
affect nearly 40 million people. Boy, 
are they going to be in for a big sur-
prise. 

I don’t think this passes the fairness 
test. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 

in the State this Senator represents, 
we are of moderate means. We can’t af-
ford a lot of charts. So when Senator 
BYRD and this Senator come to the 
floor, we don’t usually use charts. We 
use whatever words we have. 

I don’t mean to make any big point 
of that. But sometimes I think charts 
are helpful; sometimes I think they are 
not. I will say this. I agree with the 
Senator from North Dakota that the 
bill is not fair. I voted for all the 
amendments which were defeated, but I 
do think the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Senator GRASSLEY from 
the State of Iowa, was very fair in the 
way he conducted the hearing. I didn’t 
agree with the result, but I thought his 
personal demeanor and the way he han-
dled himself in the general disposition 
of the tax bill—that the Senator him-
self was personally very fair, and I re-
spect that. I wanted to so say. 

I am baffled, also, by what the fair-
ness concept is. One of the things that 
amazes me—and I am here to talk for 
the marriage penalty, and I will—but 
when they talk about the rich, this is 
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sort of a mantra: If the rich make a lot 
of money, then they should get a tax 
credit because they did make a lot of 
money, which goes somehow on the 
idea that they really struggled their 
way through life and stock options and 
other things didn’t help them. 

The point, of course, is that during 
these last years, the pretax income of 
the very wealthy has been so enormous 
that, obviously, they have paid more 
taxes. But the reason is that their 
pretax income was so much higher. 
Even after they did pay their taxes, 
their resulting net income was much 
higher than it had been previously. I 
think that is a very important point. 

I think another important point to 
be made, before I get to Senator CON-
RAD’s amendment, is that one of the 
things that, it seems to me, people 
have not focused on either in the press 
or, as I find it, in general conversation, 
is that once the Senate and the Con-
gress, with the encouragement of the 
President, cut taxes to the extent that 
I believe we may, that is revenue for-
gone, not for a period of 10 years but 
probably 10, 15, or 20 years. 

There was a time when you could 
come in and say, well, we are at a cer-
tain crisis and, for a certain reason, we 
have to raise taxes. I think those times 
have passed. The American people are 
not going to stand for it if we lower 
their taxes and then come back in 3 
years, as we did after a year and a half 
with the balanced budget amendment 
with the hospitals and other health 
care facilities, and say we made a mis-
take; we want to change the rules. The 
American people won’t stand for that, 
nor should they. 

If we want to take a stand, now is the 
time we need to do that. The stand 
should be for fairness, and this bill 
doesn’t meet any of those tests that I 
can find. I look upon the future of the 
country and upon the future of my 
State, West Virginia, and I worry 
about whether or not we are all going 
to make this. I think we are going to 
be back in very substantial double- 
digit deficits—triple digit, quadruple 
digit, multiple digit. I also think that 
the markets are going to take a very 
bad signal from this. They are going to 
think Congress has acted, as we are 
acting, in a very hasty manner. The 
Joint Tax Committee hasn’t even 
scored a lot of the costs of this bill, 
even as we discuss this matter. 

The 20 hours is running, and we are 
going to vote on Monday, I presume. 
We really don’t know what we are vot-
ing on. Very few Senators outside of 
the Finance Committee, and maybe not 
many on that committee, are enable to 
tell you that. So we have our votes and 
we think we are making substantial 
points, but most of this is flowing un-
derneath the radar screen, under our 
feet, and the cost of it is going to be 
enormous. 

I fear for that because eviscerating 
the Federal budget may be attractive if 
one wants to diminish the size and role 
of Government in America, but there 

are, after all, some things the private 
sector cannot do and there are things 
the public sector does have to do—in 
Medicare, health care, FAA, FBI, and 
border control; all kinds of programs 
are a part of that. 

The Presiding Officer wants to see a 
third airport built in the State of Illi-
nois. I happen to share his view. I also 
happen to share the view that there 
should be another runway built at 
O’Hare. Neither the Presiding Officer 
nor I are going to see that happen, un-
less there is money to make it happen. 

So having divested myself of those 
particular thoughts, I want to say that 
I strongly support the Conrad amend-
ment and I think we need marriage 
penalty relief now. 

The proposal the Senator is making 
would make the marriage penalty 
available to couples in 2002. The way 
we did it in the Finance Committee 
was to make it available in 2006 and 
then, because of certain problems of 
scoring, et cetera, it was brought back 
to 2005. The point is, we are playing a 
budget gimmick and we are with-
holding something which people all 
over this country—couples—think they 
absolutely are going to have as soon as 
this bill passes, if indeed it does. 

So, in a sense, we are misleading 
them. We are grossly distorting what 
we have said to them, and they don’t 
know it. It is only on occasions such as 
this when one has a chance to say it, 
but it is not usually reported because 
it is not considered newsworthy. But it 
will be very newsworthy to the Amer-
ican people when they discover they do 
not get marriage penalty tax relief 
until the year 2005. That is wrong. 

On the other hand, we can change it 
by simply saying we will take the two 
top tax brackets and put those off a lit-
tle bit and make it available in the 
year 2002. That is what we promised we 
would do. That is what we campaigned 
on. That is what we discussed we would 
do, and we ought to do that. That is 
what the Conrad amendment, in fact, 
does—charts or no charts. It does that. 
I think that is right and fair. 

I think the amendment is fiscally re-
sponsible because it is paid for; it is 
offset by delaying the reductions in the 
two top tax brackets. So we are lev-
eling with the American people, but we 
are also doing something that they ex-
pect to happen. They know gasoline 
prices are going up and we are not 
doing anything about that. We told 
them we were going to give them mar-
riage penalty relief, and we are not 
going to do that. Through this amend-
ment, we can do that. I think it is 
something we should proceed to expedi-
tiously, so that if we take our word to 
the American people about 2002 and 
marriage penalty tax relief, and doing 
it in a very good manner, then it would 
seem to me one would vote yes. If one 
values that less than the so-called 
sanctity of the two top tax brackets, 
then I suppose one would vote no. I in-
tend to vote yes. I think it is a rather 
easy decision. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I compliment the Senator from 
West Virginia for his insight and tell 
him that apparently there is a lot of 
similarity in the thinking of the people 
of West Virginia and the thinking of 
the people of Florida. Indeed, they take 
for granted that if we are saying we are 
going to eliminate the marriage pen-
alty so that it doesn’t penalize married 
people, so that it promotes family— 
that if they take for granted that we 
are going to do that, they expect to 
have that tax benefit immediately in-
stead of having to wait 5 years into the 
future. 

It is common sense to me, if we have 
made this promise to the people of 
America, and I have made this promise 
to the people of Florida, that we should 
have that tax benefit—in other words, 
that you are not penalized in the Tax 
Code if you are married—instituted im-
mediately. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia for his comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is 
clearly a very important debate, and 
we very much want to reduce taxes for 
the American people. We want to do it 
fairly. Different Senators have a dif-
ferent perception of what fair is. It 
generally reflects their States. States 
are different. For some, it reflects dif-
ferent ideological points of view. It is 
America. We all have different points 
of view, and we are all trying to do the 
best we can. 

There is an old saying about statis-
tics: Anybody can do what they want 
with statistics. When Senators are ar-
guing their points, they are going to 
find facts and figures and use statistics 
that make their case better, the basic 
problem being in most cases Senators 
do not give the full picture because, 
correctly, they are advocating their 
point of view. 

That must be very frustrating to the 
American public. Who is right? Some-
body makes one set of claims; some-
body else makes another set of claims. 
The tax legislation is confusing enough 
as it is, but when people hear different 
sets of numbers, they seem to be jux-
taposed to one another. Who is right? 
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It is basically, for the reasons I indi-
cated, because Senators tend to choose 
statistics that make their case, but are 
not broad brush and do not give a fair 
picture. 

I begin with complimenting the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. I do not know 
anybody in this body who has a greater 
command of the budget, the effects the 
different proposals in the budget have 
on the American economy, tax dis-
tribution, and all the components that 
go into a budget. He has charted us out 
in many respects, particularly in our 
conference luncheons on Tuesdays. We 
saw a lot of good charts. They are very 
informative. It pretty much helps the 
debate. It is very hard for people to 
hear statistics, and it is a little easier 
if they see charts, particularly if they 
can see not just a bunch of numbers 
but a graph which shows trends. The 
Senator from North Dakota has done a 
super job in helping to educate this 
body, and particularly the American 
public. 

I want to point out a little broader 
picture of the lay of the land. Basi-
cally, the statistics presented by the 
Senator from North Dakota about the 
distributional effect of the bill before 
us, particularly the top 1 percent—and 
his argument that the bill gives a 
greater proportion of benefits to the 
most wealthy compared with current 
law—is accurate if you include estate 
tax provisions. But there are lots of 
analyses that show it is not accurate if 
you do not those provisions. 

Most Senators do want to include 
Federal estate tax reform and/or re-
peal. That is a fact. I know the Senator 
from North Dakota does. 

Let me talk about the Joint Tax 
Committee analysis. They are the 
group we look to for honesty and integ-
rity in this process. Unfortunately, 
they only do analyses for 5 years. They 
rank income categories according to 
groups. Their analysis is a little dif-
ferent than the so-called Citizens for 
Tax Justice, a privately funded organi-
zation, which tends to do analyses in 
quintiles, rather than income brackets, 
like the Joint Tax Committee. 

According to the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, taxpayers with incomes of 
$200,000 or more—that is the top 4 or 5 
percent of taxpayers—do not receive 
33.5 percent of the benefits of this bill, 
as my good friend from North Dakota 
says. Instead, they will receive 22.5 per-
cent of the benefits of the bill. Those 
are taxpayers who pay about 32 percent 
of all Federal taxes, not just income 
taxes. 

In fact, if you use the same analysis 
used by my good friend from North Da-
kota, the top 1 percent of taxpayers 
pay 26 percent of all Federal taxes and 
would receive 19 percent of the tax cuts 
in the bill if you take out the estate 
tax provisions. 

We have to be honest with ourselves: 
Are we or are we not going to include 
estate tax provisions? Those making 
the case that the distributional effect 
helps upper income Americans more, 

are not saying they prefer that because 
they favor Federal estate tax reform 
and/or repeal. 

I am pointing out that when you in-
clude Federal estate tax, the analysis 
is more accurate, but almost every 
Senator wants to include estate tax re-
form and/or repeal. The results work 
out that way because clearly the most 
wealthy Americans get the benefit of 
estate tax reform and/or repeal. 

In summation, the top 1 percent of 
taxpayers, according to the analysis by 
the Citizens for Tax Justice, are those 
with incomes of $373,000 or greater, and 
the argument is these taxpayers re-
ceive 33 percent of the benefits of the 
bill. 

If you look again, more deeply at the 
argument, the analysis presented in-
cludes estimates of the distribution of 
the estate tax provisions of the bill. 
Again, both parties, and nearly every 
Member of this body, support estate 
tax reform and/or repeal, and no mat-
ter how you do estate tax reform, near-
ly all the benefits go to the wealthiest 
Americans, and that is why there is 
that result. 

If I were writing this bill, it would be 
different. But I wanted to make it clear 
that the statistics—if we are honest 
with ourselves, we have to indicate 
whether or not we are for estate tax re-
form and/or repeal, and if we are—and 
most Senators are—then the statistics 
tend to have the result that people who 
also want estate tax reform complain 
about. 

I hope that clarifies things a bit, so 
we at least know what we are doing. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 659 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], 
for herself and Mr. BROWNBACK, proposes an 
amendment numbered 659. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To begin the phase-in of the elimi-

nation of the marriage penalty in the 
standard deduction in 2002 and to offset the 
revenue loss) 
On page 19, beginning with line 21, strike 

all through the matter preceding line 1 on 
page 20, and insert: 

‘‘(7) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (2), the applicable per-
centage shall be determined in accordance 
with the following table: 
‘‘For taxable years be-

ginning in calendar 
year— 

The applicable 
percentage is— 

2002 ...................................... 170
2003 ...................................... 175
2004 ...................................... 180

‘‘For taxable years be-
ginning in calendar 
year— 

The applicable 
percentage is— 

2005 ...................................... 185
2006 ...................................... 190
2007 ...................................... 195
2008 and thereafter .............. 200.’’. 

On page 20, line 14, strike ‘‘2005’’ and insert 
‘‘2001’’. 

On page 29, line 4, strike ‘‘$2,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘the applicable amount’’. 

On page 29, line 7, strike ‘‘$2,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘the applicable amount (as defined in 
section 530(b)(6))’’. 

On page 29, between lines 7 and 8, insert: 
(3) APPLICABLE AMOUNT.—Section 530(b) is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(6) APPLICABLE AMOUNT.—The applicable 

amount shall be determined in accordance 
with the following table: 
‘‘In the case of tax-

able years begin-
ning in calendar 
year— 

The applicable 
amount is— 

2002 or 2003 .......................... $500
2004 or 2005 .......................... $750
2006 or 2007 .......................... $1,000
2008 or 2009 .......................... $1,500
2010 and thereafter .............. $2,000.’’. 

On page 35, strike lines 21 through 23, and 
insert: 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2001. 

(2) SUBSECTION (c).—The amendments made 
by subsection (c) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005. 

Strike section 412 and insert: 
SEC. 412. INCREASE IN INCOME LIMITATION ON 

STUDENT LOAN INTEREST DEDUC-
TION. 

(a) INCREASE IN INCOME LIMITATION.—Sec-
tion 221(b)(2)(B) (relating to amount of re-
duction) is amended by striking clauses (i) 
and (ii) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(i) the excess of— 
‘‘(I) the taxpayer’s modified adjusted gross 

income for such taxable year, over 
‘‘(II) $50,000 ($100,000 in the case of a joint 

return), bears to 
‘‘(ii) $15,000 ($30,000 in the case of a joint re-

turn).’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 

221(g)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘$40,000 and 
$60,000 amounts’’ and inserting ‘‘$50,000 and 
$100,000 amounts’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after December 31, 2001. 

On page 53, line 12, strike ‘‘$3,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$2,000 ($1,500 in the case of 2002)’’. 

On page 53, line 21, after ‘‘$5,000’’ insert 
‘‘($3,000 in the case of 2004.)’’ 

On page 311, line 10, strike ‘‘$49,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$48,000’’. 

On page 311, line 16, strike ‘‘$35,750’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$35,250’’. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
first, I respect the distinguished chair-
man, Senator GRASSLEY, and his rank-
ing member, Senator BAUCUS, for 
crafting the tax reduction bill. I know 
and understand in order to get a com-
plicated and very important bill 
through a committee that is evenly di-
vided, many compromises must be 
made. I know Senator GRASSLEY would 
not have written the bill exactly this 
way, nor would Senator BAUCUS, had 
they been able to write it by them-
selves. 

It is with great respect I offer my 
amendment that somewhat changes 
the order of the bill, although it is not 
a huge deviation. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:31 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5050 May 17, 2001 
Looking at their timetable, I realize 

how difficult it was for them to say 
which tax relief comes in the early 
years and which comes in the later 
years. When I decided I wanted to try 
to move the marriage penalty up, it 
was hard to find something to trade. It 
was hard to find the offset. Everything 
in the early years is a very important 
tax cut and it represents very impor-
tant tax relief for every American fam-
ily. 

I agree with Senator CONRAD, we 
should bring the marriage penalty up 
earlier, but I disagree with his offset. I 
think the cut in the tax rates for every 
working American is the very highest 
priority. I am going to offer an amend-
ment that would bring the marriage 
penalty relief up to 2002, rather than 
beginning in 2006 as in the underlying 
bill. My offsets are the deductions for 
some of the education expenses being 
streamlined over a longer period of 
time. 

In the bill before the Senate, the 
marriage penalty relief starts in 2006 
and ends in 2010; my marriage penalty 
standard deduction doubling starts in 
2002 and ends in 2008. It is fully effec-
tive in 2008. We have the full doubling 
of the standard deduction by 2008, 
starting in 2002. In order to achieve 
that, it was necessary to streamline 
the phasing in period of the education 
IRA and the education expenses that 
have the added deduction. The deduc-
tion maximum for the education ex-
penses under my bill in 2002, would be 
$1,500; 2003, $2,000; 2004, $3,000; and in 
2005, $5,000. Under the underlying bill, 
all of the deductions end in 2005. My 
amendment does the same. 

There would be a phasing in dif-
ference and it does chip away at the 
phase-in of the deduction for education 
expenses. The tradeoff is we double the 
standard deduction, starting imme-
diately in the 2002 year. 

These are tough choices. There is no 
doubt about it. I understand that. I 
have been working on marriage penalty 
relief for the last 4 years. We have 
passed it in the Senate twice, but it 
was vetoed by President Clinton. 
Today we have a chance to finally 
begin the process of relieving the mar-
riage penalty. 

The marriage penalty came about as 
an accident. Congress doesn’t mean to 
tax married people more than two sin-
gle people living together individually 
would be taxed. But it did happen that 
the Tax Code has evolved so that there 
is not a doubling of the standard deduc-
tion when two people who are single 
get married; there is not a doubling of 
the 15-percent bracket or the 28-per-
cent bracket or the 33-percent bracket 
or the 39.6-percent bracket or any 
other bracket. There is no doubling. 

In the underlying bill, the relief for 
the 15-percent bracket, the full dou-
bling, which gives every working 
American that doubling capability, is 
there. The doubling of the standard de-
duction is there. But it doesn’t start 
until 2006. 

I am trying to double the standard 
deduction beginning in 2002, to at least 
start the relief from the marriage pen-
alty tax. 

Fifty million couples in this country 
are affected by the marriage penalty. 
We received a census report in the last 
10 years, and we see a dramatic 77-per-
cent rise in the number of single people 
who are living together, unmarried. I 
am not trying to tell anybody how to 
live. But I think the marriage penalty 
has something to do with that. I have 
had people tell me they are delaying 
getting married until we fix the mar-
riage penalty. Whether or not that 
should be a factor is not for us to 
judge, but nevertheless we should not 
have a Tax Code that penalizes people 
who get married. 

Generally, people who get married 
need more help, not less, because their 
expenses are more. They may have to 
have a house on which they want to 
make a downpayment, whereas before 
they lived in an apartment. They may 
need another car. There are any num-
ber of added expenses. Of course, if the 
couple starts having children, we know 
there are more expenses. 

We want to encourage the family. It 
is the stability in this country that 
gives people the infrastructure they 
need to get through life. We want to 
encourage that. We certainly don’t 
want to do something in government 
policy that discourages families. 

I understand how hard it was for the 
committee to make the tough choices, 
but I address the marriage penalty re-
lief earlier in the bill. Although I like 
all of the education deductions, I phase 
them in at a slower rate in order to 
move the doubling of the standard de-
duction up to the front. 

I think the significant tax relief that 
the American people are going to get 
from this bill is a tribute to those who 
wrote it and to the President of the 
United States, who made it his pri-
ority. I think it is very important we 
give tax relief. I am so pleased we are 
giving tax relief in the form of a tax 
bracket reduction for every single 
working American. That is why I could 
not go along with Senator CONRAD’s ap-
proach to doubling the standard deduc-
tion and relieving the marriage penalty 
in lieu of the rate cuts. Single people 
get the rate cut and married people get 
the rate cut and that is the way it 
should be. Everyone should get the big-
gest tax relief, and that will come from 
the rate cuts. So I would not put the 
marriage penalty in front of the rate 
cuts. But I do put it right after the rate 
cuts, which is why I have chosen to go 
a different route from Senator CONRAD. 

I am very proud that we will be giv-
ing a rate reduction to every single 
working American. I am proud that we 
are going to take away the onerous 
burden of the death tax so a family- 
owned business or a family-owned farm 
or family-owned ranch will not have to 
be sold, putting all the people who 
work for that family-owned business 
out of work, because passing our fam-

ily businesses from generation to gen-
eration will keep small business 
strong. 

It is small business that is the eco-
nomic engine of America. It is not big 
international conglomerates that are 
the economic engine of America. I 
want to preserve our family-owned 
businesses and farms and ranches as 
much as we can. The elimination of the 
death tax is the best way to preserve 
family-owned businesses and farms and 
ranches. All the people who work for 
those family-owned businesses should 
have job stability and not worry about 
being taken over by some big inter-
national conglomerate that is going to 
eliminate their jobs. I certainly favor 
the elimination of the death tax. 

Doubling the child tax credit is an-
other facet of this bill that I support 
fully. Everyone who has children 
knows how expensive it is to do for 
them all the things that you want to 
do, that would give them a better 
chance: The music lessons, the dancing 
lessons, the clothes, the soccer uni-
forms, the baseball uniforms—all the 
things you want to give them so they 
learn team spirit and sportsmanship, 
seeing what talent they might have 
and nurturing that. All those things 
cost money. We know that. We want to 
give relief through the child tax credit. 

The bottom line is this is really a 
good bill. It is a good bill because it 
gives tax relief to every working Amer-
ican: Single, married, parents, not. It 
gives relief to every working Amer-
ican, and it promotes job stability. 
That is important. 

My amendment is not meant to in 
any way say the committee did not do 
its job. The committee did a great job. 
I just want to make it a little better. I 
hope we can bring the marriage pen-
alty up and streamline the education 
deductions and thereby add more relief 
from the marriage penalty and try to 
increase the capability for those in our 
country who have chosen not to get 
married because they really need that 
extra $1,400 a year that they get. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first of 
all I thank the Senator from Texas for 
supporting the fundamental idea of 
moving up marriage penalty relief. I 
would just differentiate our proposals 
in this way. 

The proposal I am offering would give 
the full marriage penalty relief start-
ing immediately. The Senator from 
Texas would provide the relief starting 
immediately but phase it in over an ex-
tended period of time; we would not get 
the full phase-in until 2008. That would 
just be on one of the provisions dealing 
with marriage penalty. As I understand 
it, she does not deal with the other pro-
visions at all. 

In addition, there is a difference in 
the pay-for. The pay-for on our side is 
to ask those at the highest income lev-
els, the highest tax brackets, to simply 
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have their tax cut deferred for a num-
ber of years. We get to the same level 
over the period of the 10 years in tax 
rates, tax brackets. We ask the fewer 
than 1 percent of the people who are in 
the very top tax bracket and the ap-
proximately 2 percent of the people 
who are in the next tax bracket to 
defer additional reductions so we can 
provide marriage penalty relief start-
ing immediately. 

The Senator from Texas has a totally 
different pay-for. She goes after stu-
dent loan money; she goes after the 
education IRA money; she goes after 
the alternative minimum tax money. I 
do not think that is the way we want 
to pay for this. I don’t think we want 
to pay for moving up marriage penalty 
relief by going after the student loan 
interest money. I don’t think we want 
to pay for marriage penalty relief by 
going after the education IRA money 
that allows people to save for the edu-
cation of their children. I don’t think 
we want to go after the alternative 
minimum tax money that we already 
know is totally inadequate in this bill, 
and under this bill we are going to go 
from 1.5 million people being affected 
by the alternative minimum tax to 
nearly 40 million people, nearly 1 in 
every 4 taxpayers who think they are 
going to get a tax cut and are in for a 
big surprise: They are going to get a 
tax increase under this bill. 

I hope Members will look very care-
fully at the fundamental differences 
between what I am offering to speed up 
marriage penalty relief—do it imme-
diately, do it now—versus what the 
Senator from Texas is proposing, which 
is to start now but to dribble it out 
until the year 2008. 

Is the Senator from Michigan seeking 
time? 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan. Then I announce my inten-
tion to yield 10 minutes or whatever he 
will consume to the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Sen-
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
commend our Democratic leader from 
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, for his 
outstanding advocacy for fairness in 
this tax bill, for fiscal responsibility, 
for really coming to the heart of the 
issue before us, and that is: How do we 
make sure the bulk of the tax relief in 
this bill goes to hard-working middle- 
class families, goes to the people who 
are working hard every day and need 
the relief in order to be able to trans-
late that into more opportunities to 
put money into those items that are 
important for their families? How do 
we make this more fair for the major-
ity of Americans? 

I rise as someone who was a Member 
of the House of Representatives for 4 
years, who supported the elimination 
of what is called the marriage tax pen-
alty. I was a cosponsor of the Repub-
lican bill in the House of Representa-

tives and voted consistently to elimi-
nate this penalty for reasons that have 
been raised by colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle. It makes no sense whatso-
ever for us to tell a married couple 
that they will somehow be penalized 
under the Tax Code for being married. 
That makes no sense. It affects over 25 
million couples in this country. 

At a time when we are saying an im-
portant value for our country is to be 
supporting marriage and family, and to 
make sure we are giving every oppor-
tunity for couples to succeed and fami-
lies to succeed, it is crazy, in my opin-
ion, and makes no sense whatsoever, to 
have this provision in place. It should 
have been done away with a long time 
ago. 

My colleague from North Dakota is 
saying it is time to do it right away. 
By 2002 we need to fully provide relief 
for couples. We ought to say it is time 
to end it. It is past time to end it. We 
ought not say to them we are going to 
phase it in over several years, but we 
are going to place families and couples 
as a top priority and end this penalty 
now. 

I think it is fair to say to the fewer 
than 3 percent of the taxpayers at the 
highest levels, we are going to ask you 
to delay full tax relief for yourself, 
those who have done extremely well. 
We want them to do well, but certainly 
those who are best able to wait awhile 
for a delay in their full tax relief, we 
are going to ask them, the fewer than 
3 percent: Delay, in order for over 25 
million couples in this country to re-
ceive the relief that is long overdue. It 
is an issue of fairness. 

I believe that when we look at what 
we are talking about in terms of the 
number of people who would benefit by 
this amendment, and those who are 
asking for a small delay, it is a ques-
tion of fairness. 

I also say to my colleague from 
Texas on the other side of the aisle, 
who spoke so eloquently, while I share 
her desire to eliminate the marriage 
tax penalty, I am very concerned about 
the tradeoff that she is suggesting we 
make because another important value 
for all of us, and for our families, is the 
ability to educate our children, to be 
able to send them to college. I am very 
concerned about trading off the mar-
riage tax penalty and paying for it 
through a lessening of student loan in-
terest deductions or the education IRA 
because, again, this is about how do we 
best support families who are having to 
make tough choices every day. 

Let’s not penalize them for being 
married. Let’s make sure they have 
every opportunity under the Tax Code 
to be able to send their children to col-
lege, to job training, to be able to give 
their children every opportunity to 
succeed, and to be educated adults. 

So that tradeoff does not make sense. 
What does make sense is eliminating 
the marriage tax penalty now. We can 
do that this next year. We need to do 
that now. Families have waited long 
enough. Couples have waited long 

enough. It seems reasonable to ask for 
a small delay for less than 3 percent of 
the taxpayers in order to allow the ma-
jority of couples in this country to be 
able to get the relief that is long over-
due. 

Mr. President, I yield back any time 
I have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague for the time. 

This issue, as it has been described, is 
about the marriage tax penalty. There 
cannot be anyone left in the Senate 
who does not understand this issue. We 
have debated it and debated it and de-
bated it. Everyone stands up, almost 
automatically, in the Senate, and says: 
I am for getting rid of the marriage tax 
penalty. Count me in. I want to vote 
for getting rid of the marriage tax pen-
alty. 

We have a tax bill that has now been 
brought to the floor of the Senate, and 
it says: Do you know what. We have 
written a bill that gets rid of the mar-
riage tax penalty. It is similar to an 
employee being called into an office 
and the employer says: Good news. Do 
you know what. We are giving you a 
raise. 

Then the employee says: When does 
this raise start? 

The employer says: 5 years from now. 
But we aren’t going to give it to you 
all at once. We’ll phase it in. It starts 
in 5 years, and it takes 8 years to get 
the full amount. 

Look, if we want to get rid of the 
marriage tax penalty as we have adver-
tised for so many years, why would we 
not decide that as a part of this tax bill 
we are going to give real tax relief 
right now to middle-income taxpayers 
who are paying a marriage tax pen-
alty? Why would we wait some 5 years? 

I ask the Senator from North Da-
kota, Mr. CONRAD, in his proposal in 
which he says, let’s make the marriage 
tax relief available now—and, inciden-
tally, that is tax relief that principally 
affects middle-income taxpayers who 
have a penalty under the marriage 
tax—let me ask him how he would pay 
for moving up that tax relief so it be-
comes effective next year, almost im-
mediately. 

How does the Senator pay for his 
amendment? 

Mr. CONRAD. The pay-for in my 
amendment is to delay the rate cuts 
for the top two rates, the 39.6-percent 
rate and the 36-percent rate. 

As the Senator knows, there are 
about 3 percent of the American people 
who are in those very top rates. We 
still give them the full rate reduction 
included in this legislation; we just 
delay it so that we can affect a signifi-
cant number of people who are in the 
marriage penalty situation. As you 
know, there are 50 million couples who 
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have filed a joint return for the most 
recent year for which the full details 
are available, and 25 million of them 
experienced the marriage penalty. 
That is 25 million couples. That is 50 
million people. 

The legislation I am offering says: 
Let’s allow those people to have relief 
from the marriage penalty and do so 
immediately, and have the full benefits 
of this legislation that addresses the 
marriage penalty effective in the next 
year. 

Mr. DORGAN. If I might ask an addi-
tional question, Mr. President, my un-
derstanding is that the beginning of 
tax relief for the top 1 percent of the 
income earners in this country starts 
immediately, but the beginning of try-
ing to deal with the marriage tax pen-
alty starts about 5 years from now. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. Actually, over-
night they changed it. It was not going 
to take affect for 5 years. In other 
words, this chart says, marriage pen-
alty relief for middle-income taxpayers 
was going to be delayed until 2006; it 
did not do anything for 5 years. Now it 
has been changed and moved up 1 year. 
So it does not do anything for 4 years 
in terms of marriage penalty relief. 

What we are saying is, let’s do it next 
year. Let’s make it a priority. 

Mr. DORGAN. One additional ques-
tion. 

When will the marriage tax relief be 
fully effective? 

Mr. CONRAD. Under the bill that is 
before us, not until 2008. Under my pro-
posal, there would not be any phase-in. 
We would do it all the first year. 

Mr. DORGAN. I know my colleague 
has studied economics. I have studied 
economics and actually taught a little 
economics but was able to overcome 
that experience. 

When you study economics, you will 
learn about John Maynard Keynes’ 
saying: In the long run, we’re all dead. 
Right. So it is interesting this tax bill 
says: Look, here is what we are going 
to do. We are going to get rid of the 
marriage tax penalty, and we are going 
to do this and that and the other thing; 
and then you look at the fine print and 
find out that for the marriage tax pen-
alty, they do not start getting rid of it 
until 2004 or 2005. I guess you say now 
it has been altered. It does not com-
plete until 2008. 

So we are really talking about the 
long run, aren’t we? But, yes, if you 
happen to be earning $10 million a year 
in income, you are going to get imme-
diate tax relief by a rate reduction 
right at the start. Right at the get-go, 
right at the starting line, you at the 
top are going to get a rate reduction. 
But there is not enough money to pro-
vide relief for the marriage tax penalty 
right away, so that is deferred 4 years, 
6 years, 8 years, or, as Keynes would 
say, in the long run. 

One wonders if there is not a short 
run and a priority that allows us to 
say, look, the hard working families 
who are paying a marriage tax penalty, 

shouldn’t they be moved right to the 
front of the line. 

Almost everyone jumps up instantly 
around here the minute you mention 
the marriage tax penalty and say: I am 
for getting rid of it. Count me in. I 
want to vote right now—except this 
tax bill does not do that. 

Remember, John Mitchell once said: 
Don’t listen to what we say. Just 
watch what we do. That might be good 
advice for this marriage tax issue as 
well. People say: We are going to get 
rid of the marriage tax penalty. Not 
now we aren’t, not unless we adopt this 
amendment offered by Senator CONRAD. 

Of course we ought to adopt this 
amendment. Of course this is the right 
priority. Senator CONRAD is not saying 
everyone should not get a tax cut. He 
is not saying the top rates should not 
get a tax cut. That is not what he is 
saying at all. He is saying, the priority 
ought to be to provide marriage tax 
penalty relief now—not in 2004 or 2005, 
not in 2008, but now, for the American 
people. 

That makes eminent good sense to 
me. He is not suggesting that further 
rate reductions should not occur at the 
top level. He is not suggesting we defer 
tax relief for anyone else up or down 
the chain. He is simply saying, use, as 
a priority, the money that he has in his 
amendment to provide marriage tax 
penalty relief now. 

If everyone in the Senate is true to 
the votes they have cast in the last 3 or 
4 years on this subject, Senator CON-
RAD will receive 100 votes for this 
amendment. If so, I will congratulate 
him and say: Well done. I hope when 
the vote is cast, we will have people 
voting the way they have voted in the 
past 3 or 4 years on this issue to say: 
Let’s provide marriage tax penalty rate 
relief right now. 

Mr. CONRAD. I think it is important 
to point out the differences between 
my amendment and the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas. As you know, 
in terms of marriage penalty relief, 
there are two provisions. One is to dou-
ble the standard deduction for a mar-
ried couple from what is provided sin-
gle taxpayers. The second is to deal 
with the fix on the 15-percent bracket 
so that we also are providing relief 
that way. 

The Senator from Texas would start 
the standard deduction relief in 2002, 
which is more quickly than what is 
provided for in the underlying legisla-
tion, but she would then string it out 
to 2008. Her amendment does nothing 
to speed up the fix on the 15-percent 
bracket. There is no improvement 
there. 

My amendment takes both provisions 
that are designed to deal with the mar-
riage penalty and puts them into place 
next year and pays for it by deferring 
the reductions for the very top brack-
ets, the top 3 percent of earners in the 
country. They get their full relief, but 
it is delayed so that we can give relief 
to 25 million couples—50 million peo-
ple—who are affected by the marriage 
penalty. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the rea-
son I mentioned that everyone in the 
Senate supports this, no one stands up 
in the Senate these days and says: I 
think it is perfectly appropriate for us 
to have a penalty in the Tax Code for 
married couples. I don’t know of any-
one who supports that. The question 
remaining for the Senate is, Shall we 
fix that now or shall we wait until 
later? Senator CONRAD says: Let’s fix it 
now. Let’s make adjustments to this 
proposal that is on the floor. If we all 
agree that the marriage tax penalty 
should be fixed, the Senator says, let’s 
fix it now rather than much later. 

That makes sense to me. I am 
pleased he offered the amendment. I 
will be pleased to vote for it. I hope 
every one of my colleagues will do the 
same. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I find it 

a little bit interesting. I will be very 
brief. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
parliamentary inquiry: How much time 
does my side have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty- 
three minutes, 19 seconds. 

Mr. NICKLES. I find it very inter-
esting that a couple of the proponents 
on the Democrat side are saying, let’s 
repeal the marriage penalty relief, 
when they had a chance to do that last 
year on July 21 and they voted no. The 
Senate passed, by a vote of 60–34, a bill 
to eliminate the marriage penalty. We 
did basically the proposal that my 
friend and colleague, Senator CONRAD, 
is promoting. We passed it. Unfortu-
nately, President Clinton vetoed it. 

It is interesting to note—and I will 
insert in the RECORD the vote on that— 
but the Senator from North Dakota 
voted no last year on July 21. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from 

North Dakota voted against that pro-
posal because it didn’t fix the marriage 
penalty. We had an alternative pro-
posal that gave couples the choice. The 
only way to eliminate the marriage 
penalty—— 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I have 
control of the time. The Senator can 
make a point, not a speech. 

Mr. CONRAD. If I may conclude, the 
only way to eliminate all of the 60 
places the Tax Code imposes the mar-
riage penalty is to give couples a 
choice. That is what I supported. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, to cor-
rect my colleague, the amendment he 
has proposed today doesn’t fix it for 
every category. It does what we did 
last year, in that we expanded the 15- 
percent bracket. We doubled the deduc-
tion. 

My point is, there is a real inconsist-
ency between the arguments made on 
the floor today and the amendment 
they propose on the floor today and the 
position they took last year. 
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Last year we had a chance to elimi-

nate the marriage penalty and my col-
leagues voted no. Now they are pro-
posing basically the same amendment 
we passed and sent to the President. 
They are trying to put it on this bill. 
They had a chance to pass it last year 
and have it become law. That is my 
point. I wish they would have had this 
position last year. 

One other final comment: I wish we 
could do more on the marriage penalty 
in this bill today. And we could have, if 
we had $1.6 trillion to work with. The 
same colleagues who say we want to do 
more on the marriage penalty were the 
same ones saying we want less of a tax 
cut. Now they are saying, we want to 
get rid of the marriage penalty. But 
last year, unfortunately, they voted in 
opposition to repeal the marriage pen-
alty. 

I ask unanimous consent to print the 
material to which I referred. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 226, JULY 21, 2000 
(H.R. 4810 Conference Report) 

YEAS—60 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 

NAYS—34 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Voinovich 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—5 

Boxer 
Inouye 

Kerrey 
Kerry 

Murray 

Mr. NICKLES. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will 

make some general comments to help 
put this debate in context. 

First of all, under this bill, who are 
the winners and who don’t win quite so 
much? Under this bill, the big winners 
are married couples with kids. By far, 
they receive a greater share of the ben-
efits of this bill, not only absolutely 
but proportionately. 

Who does not do quite so well? Sin-
gles. Single taxpayers do not do nearly 
as well in receiving benefits under this 
bill. Who else does not do quite so well 

under this bill? The elderly. The elder-
ly do not do quite as well compared 
with married couples under this bill. 
Who else? Students. Students do not do 
quite so well compared with married 
couples under this bill. 

In the broad brush of things, the bill 
already gives very significant tax re-
lief, in fact, disproportionate tax relief, 
to married couples already. 

We on the floor can decide to do still 
more. But if we do, it is at the expense 
of others. The others will necessarily 
be those nonmarried. Who are the 
nonmarrieds by definition? They are 
singles. And some of them are elderly 
and some are students. So it will be a 
shift away from people already not re-
ceiving nearly as many benefits abso-
lutely and proportionately as married 
couples. That is a decision we can 
make here. Life is full of decisions. But 
that is the effect of what these amend-
ments do. 

I mention one group: students. The 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas will cut education to help 
married couples even more. These are 
important provisions. Let me mention 
what they are: expansion of education 
savings accounts, increasing contribu-
tions from $500 to $2,000 and also per-
mitting withdrawal of funds for K–12 
expenses; that is, kindergarten through 
high school, elementary and secondary 
expenses. That would be delayed under 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Texas. 

What else? The bill already elimi-
nates the 60-month limit on deduct-
ibility of student loan interest. That is 
a big benefit for students. Students 
graduate from college, most have stu-
dent loans. I have forgotten the figure. 
The average student loan is in the 
neighborhood of $15,000. It is not right 
that we cut off interest deductibility 
on those loans after 60 months. This 
bill says, OK, we are going to eliminate 
that 60 months. You can deduct the in-
terest on student loans after 60 
months. That is in the bill. 

The Senator from Texas, in order to 
pay for more relief to married couples, 
eliminates that 60-month deletion. It is 
still current law, up to 60 months. 

In addition, the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Texas would re-
duce significantly the above-the-line 
deduction for college tuition expenses 
of up to $3,000 in 2002 and 2003, and 
under the bill, above the line. She 
would limit it also for 2004 and 2005. 

I think for the purposes of the Sen-
ate, it is important to know that the 
bill, as I said, doesn’t give a lot of help 
to students. It is fair to married cou-
ples already. I don’t think it is a good 
idea to take even more away from stu-
dents in education expenses generally 
and shift it over to married couples. 

I might also add, generally, there 
have been comments about this bill. 
People take potshots at the provisions 
of the bill dealing with solving the 
marriage penalty. Let me remind all of 
us again that this is the context of 
what is going on here, so we don’t get 

wrapped around the axle and forget the 
bigger picture. 

Currently, more taxpayers today re-
ceive a marriage bonus than are in-
flicted a marriage penalty. Many more 
American taxpayers get a benefit under 
the tax law on account of being mar-
ried than they receive a penalty on ac-
count of being married. What am I say-
ing? American taxpayers, as couples, 
where the income of one spouse is, say, 
at least 60 percent of the income of the 
other spouse, receive a bonus because 
their incomes are combined. That auto-
matically gives them a bonus com-
pared to filing separately. 

The couples who receive a penalty 
today—not always—tend to be couples 
where one spouse earns approximately 
the same income, within about 20 or 30 
percent. 

There is a marriage penalty, no 
doubt about it. We should do all we can 
to fix it, and we will. We are moving in 
that direction. But as we move in that 
direction, I remind my colleagues that 
we can’t do everything at the same 
time. We know that is an impossibility. 
We have a limit here of about $1.35 tril-
lion over 11 years. That is a limit. We 
would like to repeal the marriage pen-
alty. We would like to give all the 
money back to the taxpayers so tax-
payers don’t have to pay income taxes. 
We want to have everything. 

But life is choices. We in the com-
mittee, working together, have made 
choices that are a tradeoff of different 
requests by Senators telling us what 
they want in this bill. If you put that 
together, we have tried to fashion a 
marriage penalty provision that is 
geared toward middle-income tax-
payers. That is why the provision is 
doubling the standard deduction for 
married couples and also doubling the 
15-percent bracket amount for married 
couples. We could have done more. We 
could have gone to upper brackets, 
more wealthy Americans. We wanted 
the distribution to be fairer to low- and 
middle-income Americans. That is why 
this is in the bill. 

I urge Senators to remember we can’t 
just take these amendments in isola-
tion. They are in context. They are in 
the context of the bill, of larger issues 
and of choices we have to make today, 
knowing that tomorrow, next month, 
in future years, we will make other 
choices and we will be able to make up 
for what we may not have done today. 
We will do what the American people 
want on the basis of trying to put these 
pieces together in a reasonable man-
ner. 

This provision also has been sharply 
criticized by Senators who say it takes 
effect later, not right away. It has been 
ridiculed by those saying: ‘‘Now you 
have it, now you don’t have it’’; it’s a 
shell game. Those Senators conven-
iently don’t point out other provisions 
in the bill that do take effect right 
away, which they support and which 
are expensive. They make it more dif-
ficult for everything in this bill. 
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One is the creation of a 10-percent 

bracket, which is effective retro-
actively, I might add, to January 1 of 
this year. That in and of itself costs 
about $425 billion. That is not small 
change. That is immediate tax relief. A 
large percentage of the taxpayers who 
are in the 15-percent bracket will get 
that benefit. It is effective now and it 
helps the distribution for middle and 
lower income Americans. It is a very 
positive provision, which I know the 
Senators who complained about the 
delay of the marriage penalty really 
like—this 10 percent. They don’t talk 
about it. You have to look at the whole 
bill and, I might add, too, the distribu-
tional effect of this bill is better sig-
nificantly than the House-passed bill. 
It is better significantly than the pro-
posals offered by the President. 

I believe when you add it all to-
gether, it is a bill that we can—a lot of 
us but not all—support. The marriage 
penalty provision is not perfect. I wish 
it were made effective earlier. I wish it 
could apply to all the marriage penalty 
provisions that are currently in the 
code, and they number about 65. This 
only deals with about 3 or 4 of them. 
The EITC provision I know the Senator 
from North Dakota likes. That is real-
ly good. But we don’t deal with the 
other roughly 58 marriage penalties in 
the code, which have a little less effect 
because we don’t have the money to 
eliminate them. They are a little less 
politically demanding than the ones 
with which we dealt with in this bill. 

I respect my colleagues for their 
amendments. I remind them there is 
already a disproportionate relief for 
married couples in this bill, compared 
with singles, elderly, and students. I 
don’t know if we want to make that 
worse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for those 
who made inquiries to both Cloak-
rooms as to when we are going to vote, 
the Senator from Montana, the man-
ager of the bill, spoke on the time al-
lotted. Senator CONRAD has 16 minutes 
left on his side and Senator HUTCHISON 
has 40 minutes left. If all time is used 
without the managers using more time 
off the bill, we would vote at approxi-
mately 4:50 or 4:55. Just so people know 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield 20 minutes 
to the Senator from New Mexico off the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator GRASSLEY. First, I want 
to take a couple of minutes on history. 
Some Senators, clearly led by Senator 
BYRD, have spoken to the issue of 
should we be reducing taxes in a rec-
onciliation bill. I want to remind ev-
eryone that Congress passed, in 1974, a 
new law which had to do with the con-
gressional budget process. I want to 
quote from it and tell you three histor-

ical events which would indicate that 
we are doing what we have done on a 
number of occasions with reference to 
the Budget Act and reconciliation in-
structions that apply to taxes. 

First of all, 1 week ago today, ex-
actly, this body of Senators adopted a 
fiscal year 2002 budget resolution. Now, 
as in many things, all Senators didn’t 
agree. But that resolution, with an in-
struction to reduce taxes by a total of 
$1.25 trillion over 10 years, with $100 
billion available for the first 2 years to 
be spent by the Committee on Tax Re-
lief has to do with stimulating the 
economy for a total of $1.35 trillion 
over 11 years. Within 1 week, the Com-
mittee on Finance—again in a bipar-
tisan manner—I might say to the Sen-
ate, you might recall that the budget 
resolution, with an instruction on the 
taxes, passed the senate with 15 Demo-
crats voting along with all Repub-
licans, except 2. So it was a very bipar-
tisan instruction to reduce taxes. 

Within 1 week, the Committee on Fi-
nance has complied with this reconcili-
ation instruction and has presented to 
the full Senate a bill that reduces reve-
nues or increases outlays for a total of 
$1.347 trillion over the next 11 years. 
Remarkably good work. Obviously, 
when you set these kinds of annual and 
multiyear mandates with reference to 
taxes, you can’t do everything you 
want, and you can’t do every one as 
clean as you would like. But the poli-
cies included in this bill will be dis-
cussed shortly. 

Let me first talk about the criticism 
we should not be using reconciliation, 
that is, the fast-track procedures per-
mitted under law, for tax reductions. 

First, I want to read the Budget Act 
of 1974: 

Inclusion of Reconciliation Directives in 
Concurrent Resolutions on the Budget.—A 
concurrent resolution on the budget for any 
fiscal year, to the extent necessary to effec-
tuate the provisions and requirements of 
such resolution shall—(1) specify the total 
amount by which revenues are to be changed 
and direct that the committees having juris-
diction do determine and recommend 
changes— 

To accomplish that— 
Continuing to read: 

and resolutions to accomplish a change of 
such amount to comply with the policies of 
the resolution. 

I note this section of the act says 
‘‘changes.’’ It does not say that the 
only thing reconciliation can be used 
for is to raise taxes, nor does it say the 
only thing it can be used for is to cut 
taxes. It simply says ‘‘effectuate’’ the 
policies of the underlying resolution. 

Over time, yes, we were faced with 
deficits and used reconciliation for tax 
increase instructions and for spending 
cut instructions, but times have 
changed, and since fiscal year 1997, 
budget resolutions have passed the 
Senate that have considered tax rec-
onciliation bills on three separate oc-
casions. One was signed by President 
Clinton, one was vetoed by President 
Clinton, and one was never presented 
to him because he said he would veto 

it. But the Senate and the Congress, 
after a conference, actually passed tax 
bills that were the result of an instruc-
tion in a budget resolution that such 
be done to carry out the policies of the 
budget resolution. 

There are some who say they wish it 
were not so. I do not know if I am pre-
pared to debate that today. All I am 
prepared to say is those who criticize it 
should know it has its genesis in this 
Budget Act which was passed by all 
Senators, except one, voting for it 
years ago. I have read the operative 
language, and I am absolutely com-
fortable with the fact that we have not 
in any way exceeded what the Senate 
of the United States has heretofore in-
dicated can be done in a budget resolu-
tion regarding reduction of taxes by an 
instruction. 

In the FY 1997 budget debate, on a 
rollcall vote, the Senate established 
the precedent for including tax cut rec-
onciliation instructions in a budget 
resolution under expedited procedures 
of the Budget Act. 

That year the Congress presented the 
President with a $122.5 billion six-year 
tax cut reconciliation bill. The Presi-
dent vetoed that reconciliation bill. 

In the FY 1998 budget debate, the 
Congress adopted instructions for a tax 
cut reconciliation bill for $85 billion 
over a 5-year period. The Finance Com-
mittee and the Congress complied with 
the instruction. The President signed 
that tax cut reconciliation bill. 

In the FY 1999 budget debate there 
were no reconciliation instructions. 

In the FY 2000 budget debate, a 10- 
year reconciliation tax cut of $778 bil-
lion was included in the budget resolu-
tion. The Finance Committee and the 
Congress once again complied with the 
instruction, and the President vetoed 
that tax cut reconciliation bill. 

Finally in last year’s budget debate 
the budget resolution permitted two 
separate tax cut reconciliation bills. 
The Senate considered and passed the 
first tax cut reconciliation bill, but it 
was never presented to the President. 
The second tax cut reconciliation bill 
was never considered. 

The bottom line—there is nothing 
untoward about a tax cut reconcili-
ation bill. There is nothing unprece-
dented about a tax cut reconciliation 
bill. Indeed, I believe the Budget Act is 
working as it should—it permits Con-
gress to work its will and to implement 
its fiscal policy once it adopts a budget 
resolution. 

What is unprecedented is a budget 
surplus estimate of $5.6 trillion over 
the next decade. 

Even when with the tax reductions 
included in this bill, total taxes will 
still grow annually nearly 4.3 percent 
over the next decade. Total taxes will 
still increase from $2.135 trillion today 
to over $3.256 trillion in FY 2011. We 
will collect over $26.6 trillion in taxes 
these next 10 years even with the tax 
cuts included in this reconciliation 
bill. 

Federal revenues as a percentage of 
the size of the economy, will only mod-
estly be reduced from its historic high 
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today of 20.7 percent to 19.2 percent in 
2011. 

Finally, all tax provisions are fully 
phased in by 2011. Those who come here 
to the floor and suggest somehow the 
tax cuts are going to explode over the 
next 10 years after 2011, are misleading. 

When fully phased in 2011—every-
thing—the tax reductions in 2011 will 
be about $185 billion in that year. Num-
ber games can be easily played. 

Yes, extending the fully phased in 
tax cuts in this bill over the period 
2011–2022—20 years from now—could 
mean $2 trillion in tax cuts beyond the 
$1.350 trillion in this bill. That is not 
an explosion, that is simple arithmetic. 

I want to quickly go through what is 
in this bill as I see it. I compliment the 
Republicans and the Democrats who 
got it through committee and are in 
the Chamber defending it. 

First, retroactive to January 1, 2001, 
it creates a new 10-percent bracket for 
the first $12,000 of adjusted gross in-
come for couples. 

It reduces all marginal rates effec-
tive January 2, 2002. The top rate is re-
duced to 36 percent by 2007. For those 
who think that is done quickly and 
costs an enormous amount in the early 
years, it is not so. 

It doubles the child tax credit from 
$500 to $1,000 over 10 years and makes 
the child credit generously refundable. 
I repeat, it makes the child credit gen-
erously refundable. 

There were many in our respective 
States who heard the first tax pro-
posals, and they did not have any 
refundability for the tax credit and in-
dicated that for poor States and popu-
lations in poor States, it might be bet-
ter if we had refundability. However 
that occurred, I thank the committee 
in behalf of my State. It is important 
we have that. 

We are debating marriage penalty re-
lief, whether we should do more or 
change it, but it sets a standard deduc-
tion for couples at two times the single 
level. It sets the 15-percent bracket for 
couples at two times the single level. 

Incidentally, it also increases the 
EITC, earned-income tax credit. Some 
thought over time that was not a good 
approach to tax law, but it has been in-
creased all the way up, in some in-
stances, to as high as $35,000. It in-
cludes, with which everybody should be 
pleased, a $33 billion educational tax 
relief that is spread throughout this 
bill, and it reduces the estate tax over 
time, not immediately but it increases 
the exemptions rather quickly in incre-
ments of a million dollars, and over a 
full 2011 cycle it will eliminate the tax; 
it will impose a capital gains tax of 
sorts on the beneficiaries of large es-
tates. 

I single out Senator KYL of Arizona 
for his complete commitment and dedi-
cation to changing this estate tax. I 
can see as a member of the committee 
where Senator KYL has had a very big 
impact on the committee. 

The next item is IRA tax relief. Ev-
erybody has become familiar with pen-

sions and IRAs. It includes a $40 billion 
increase in the tax reductions that can 
occur by changes in pensions and IRA 
relief. It is a pretty good law. 

It changes the alternative minimum 
exemption by $2,000 single and $4,000 
joint. It obviously does not do the en-
tire alternative minimum adjustment 
necessary, but it does more than many 
people thought because, indeed, it does 
not affect any more people and starts 
changing a little bit with reference to 
the alternative minimum as it applies 
to others rather than those who would 
have been affected by this legislation. 

In essence, it makes the Tax Code 
more progressive. That is difficult for 
some to believe in a tax package that 
also reduces marginal rates from top to 
bottom. Every marginal rate will be re-
duced. It makes the Tax Code more 
progressive. Wealthy taxpayers will 
pay a larger share of the income tax 
than they do now. 

Whoever wants to argue about 
whether the top levels should have had 
a marginal rate cut, the entire package 
is more progressive, and when you are 
finished and add up the income tax, the 
higher tax payers will pay a bigger per-
centage now than they were paying be-
fore the marginal rates were reduced. 

I close by talking about my State. I 
have done my best, with the best peo-
ple I have, to give a rough estimate of 
what happens to people in New Mexico 
with this bill. 

First, every New Mexico taxpayer 
gets a tax cut. In our little State, 
539,000 families filed returns; 113,000 
small businesses; 534,000 children will 
be eligible for the child tax credit. 
That has been doubled and made re-
fundable over time; 304,000 couples in 
New Mexico who file jointly will ben-
efit over time from the marriage pen-
alty relief, and 179,000 families claimed 
the earned-income credit. With the ex-
pansion of the family earnings up to 
$35,100, they will be able to claim this 
credit. It is a major help to the fami-
lies in New Mexico who are not in the 
high brackets, and since we have so 
many in the middle- and low-income 
brackets, this bill, because of the bi-
partisan nature of it, as I see it, has 
taken a giant step to be helpful to 
them. 

I close by saying it was not too long 
ago that a new President was sworn in 
and went to the White House. He said: 
I am going to try to keep my campaign 
commitments. One of his commitments 
was he was going to reduce taxes. He 
was talking about a dollar number of 
$1.6 trillion. Some people think that 
was over 11 years, some over 10 years. 
Some think it was really $1.3 trillion 
adjusted for something. 

In any event, I say, Mr. President— 
not the Presiding Officer, but President 
Bush down the road on Pennsylvania 
Avenue—when this finally becomes 
law, and it will not be too long when 
the House and Senate get this bill and 
do their final work, you can look at the 
American people and say: Here is an-
other commitment made, a commit-

ment that I achieved. With the help of 
Congress, and in this case bipartisan 
out of committee, hopefully bipartisan 
when we pass it, we have said to the 
President: We agree with you. The 
commitment to give back some of this 
enormous surplus to the American peo-
ple so that it is not on the table to 
spend but, rather, it is committed back 
to their pockets, to their pocketbooks, 
to their checking accounts, that will 
have been achieved. 

I believe there will be plenty of 
money to pay down the debt in about 
as rapid a fashion as we can, and I be-
lieve there will be about a $500 billion 
to $600 billion contingency fund over 
this decade that can still be used in ad-
dition to what we plan for tax cuts and 
what we plan for the appropriations 
process. 

For those who had in mind large new 
programs for the Federal Government 
and had their eye on this surplus, what 
we are saying is we are not going to 
wait to deal tax relief at the bottom of 
the deck of cards. 

We are going to deal, then, right up-
front. We will say to people who pay: 
This Government receives more than it 
needs; we will give it back to you over 
time. That means it won’t be there on 
the table, as we look at budgets, to 
spend on just anything because we will 
have spent it on a very good purpose; 
that is, we will have given it back to 
the American people to spend, for them 
to plan, for them to use. 

It is a pretty good conclusion to a 
very difficult budget process which 
took many hours and a lot of energy. 
For this Senator, as chairman, it was 
difficult. We had to do some difficult 
things that I wouldn’t like to do every 
year. 

I hope we get bipartisan support for 
this use of the surplus. I think it is an 
appropriate use. We come back down to 
reality, with a big surplus plan ex-
pected. What should we do with it? Let 
it sit around to spend on making gov-
ernment bigger or should we first give 
some back? We have adopted as a pol-
icy giving back some of it, yet leaving 
enough for the realistic approach to 
government and growth in government 
that might be needed. 

I close by saying that the same Presi-
dent who made that proposal has had 
the best people in the country work 
with our Vice President to produce a 
real effort to place before the Amer-
ican people a practical, realistic pro-
posal with reference to our energy fu-
ture—I should not say of America, I 
should say to the people of America. A 
realistic energy proposal is the next 
thing the President has on the table. I 
predict to all those who are critical up-
front, realism will set in, in the next 
couple of months, and something simi-
lar to what the President asked for in 
his realistic energy approach will be on 
the floor. Members will be saying: Mr. 
President, you made a commitment to 
make America energy sufficient with 
reference to electricity in the future, 
and also sought to conserve and make 
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us as independent as possible in the 
area of refined products from crude oil. 
I believe we will be saying: Congratula-
tions, Mr. President. 

The second big commitment accom-
plished. Unless there is a real, realistic, 
practical alternative that is not some-
thing like price controls on everything 
in the area of gasoline refined products 
and the like, which will do nothing but 
share the shortages, we will be right 
back in the muddle. We will do some-
thing that will do credit to this new 
leader and do credit to ourselves as 
Americans who have to get something 
done. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

for 4 minutes. 
Mr. REID. Senator CONRAD is yielded 

4 minutes off the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, in re-

sponse to the Senator from New Mex-
ico, I don’t think the choices he has 
presented are the full choices before 
the American people and before the 
Congress. 

The Senator from New Mexico refers 
to the choice of either giving the tax 
cut back to the American people or the 
money being spent here. I don’t think 
those are the choices. Those are two of 
the choices. There is a third choice. 
The third choice is to pay down more 
of the people’s debt. When we refer to 
the people’s money, that is exactly 
right. This is the people’s money. I 
think everybody here is acutely aware 
of that. 

We have, fundamentally, three 
choices. One is tax cuts, and certainly 
that ought to be part of what we do. 
The second choice is spending. I think 
most people on both sides of the aisle 
say we need to increase spending on 
education and national defense. The 
third choice is how much do we use to 
pay down our debt. 

The President says we should only 
pay down $3 trillion of the $3.4 trillion 
publicly held debt we currently have. 
There is another debt that the Presi-
dent is not dealing with and that we 
are not dealing with. That is the gross 
debt of the United States. That is the 
combination of the publicly held debt 
and the debt owed to the trust funds of 
the United States. The gross debt of 
the United States is not going down; it 
is going up. As we sit here today facing 
a debt of $5.6 trillion, at the end of the 
10-year-period the gross debt of the 
United States will be $6.7 trillion. We 
are not paying off the national debt 
around here, not by a long shot. The 
national debt is increasing. Interest-
ingly, it is increasing by about the 
amount of the tax cut we are pro-
viding. 

I yield 4 minutes to the very distin-
guished Senator from New York, Mr. 
SCHUMER, who has a great commitment 
to the education issues that are in part 
addressed by the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

First, I fully support his amendment. 
If we are going to expand the marriage 
penalty and do it, we are going to have 
to take the money from somewhere. 
The contrast between the amendment 
of the Senator from North Dakota and 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas is the philosophical difference in 
this debate. 

The bottom line is simple: The 
amendment of the Senator from Texas 
robs Peter to pay Paul. It says: You 
want to expand the marriage penalty? 
Don’t make it any easier to help mid-
dle-class people send their kid to col-
lege. Do the American people want us 
to make that choice? 

I later will have an amendment to in-
crease the deductibility of tuition. 
There has been a good start in the bill 
from my colleague and friend from New 
Jersey. We will seek to expand it. It 
has been a passion of mine for 2 years 
to get this done. As I go around my 
State and around our country, I find 
person after person saying: we can’t af-
ford to send our kid to college, or, 
more likely, we are sending him to a 
junior college rather than the college 
he or she deserves because tuition is so 
expensive. I will talk more about that 
later. 

Make no mistake about it, the 
amendment of the Senator from Texas 
makes it far harder for people to send 
their kids to college. In fact, after she 
gets done with it, because she takes 
the money out of the education portion 
of this bill, the tuition deductibility 
level is only $1,500. With all due re-
spect, that is not worth the paper on 
which it is written. Already in the law 
is a tax credit, the lifetime learning 
credit that adds a $2,000 tax credit by 
2003. There is not a single person in 
this country who prefers a $1,500 deduc-
tion to a $2,000 credit. There is nothing 
left. In effect, the Senator from Texas 
eviscerates tuition deductibility. We 
all know how important and how vital 
it is to the future of this country. 

Why, when the top 1 percent are get-
ting 33 percent of the benefits, does the 
Senator from Texas want to expand the 
marriage penalty? Why doesn’t she 
touch that, instead of taking the small 
amount we have in this bill to help the 
middle class pay tuition? That is an ex-
ample, in my judgment, of what is 
wrong with the thinking of some in 
this body: First, give the rich their cut, 
and then let the middle class fight over 
the crumbs. It should be the opposite. 
Someone making $50,000 or $60,000 is in 
far more need of help than someone 
making $350,000 or $3.5 million. I don’t 
believe in class warfare. To be people 
who make a lot of money, God bless 
them. But when you have a limited pie 
and you say you want to expand the 
marriage deduction, help remove the 
marriage penalty, why in God’s name 
do you take it from one of the few 
things that benefits the middle class in 
this bill? 

The President gets up and talks 
about the family making $50,000. I 

would bet my bottom dollar, if you 
asked the family making $50,000 if they 
would prefer a small rate decrease or 
would they prefer to make the tuition 
deductible, 90 percent of them would 
choose the latter. 

What is going on in this bill? We are 
talking about the middle class but then 
we are not helping them. The amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas is in-
dicative of that malady which tran-
scends this whole debate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from New Jersey. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has been very ac-
tive on these education issues. I think 
he has been critically interested in pro-
viding incentives for parents paying for 
college. I yield 5 minutes to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for his kind remarks 
and join Senator SCHUMER in what is 
an important moment in this debate. 
Indeed, I believe this moment defines 
whether or not there is a chance for 
this tax legislation to genuinely be bi-
partisan. 

In the Finance Committee, Demo-
crats joined with Republicans to at-
tempt to moderate the tax reduction, 
to assure it was affordable, would pro-
tect the surplus, but would also make a 
difference, having revenue for prescrip-
tion drugs and education. 

Within the committee a balance was 
achieved that, while rates were being 
reduced for taxpayers, there were other 
objectives also being met. The amend-
ment offered by Senator HUTCHISON is a 
threat to that balance. It raises the 
question about whether or not bipar-
tisan tax reduction can survive in the 
Senate. Like Senator HUTCHISON, I 
would like to see the marriage penalty 
eliminated. Indeed, in a variety of 
ways, through considerable means, 
over a period of a decade this legisla-
tion deals with the marriage penalty. 
It simply was not possible to eliminate 
the marriage penalty immediately any 
more than it was possible to lower 
rates immediately or deal with the in-
heritance tax immediately. This is a 
decade-long process of reducing the tax 
burdens on Americans. 

We do that to married couples as we 
have done it in other means. But part 
of this plan was that, as we reduced 
taxation on many Americans, we would 
look specifically at the issue of edu-
cation. There isn’t a Member of this 
Senate who has not come to this floor 
and argued that the future of the Na-
tion depends upon our investment in 
education, the quality of education. 
The simple truth is, a college edu-
cation for middle-income Americans is 
increasingly out of reach. The average 
student graduating from an American 
university owes $20,000 on the day he or 
she graduates. It is affecting the qual-
ity of their lives, their career choices. 
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Middle-income parents, wanting to do 
the best for their children, are taking 
second mortgages on their homes, post-
poning retirement, putting themselves 
into financial jeopardy, anything to 
get their child a college education. 

Among the many balances in this bill 
is a provision upon which I insisted in 
the committee, a fight Senator SCHU-
MER has led for several years on the 
floor, the deductibility of college tui-
tion from income taxes. Under this leg-
islation, it will rise to $5,000 during the 
decade. For many students, that makes 
all the difference. We will eliminate 
the marriage penalty, but we can both 
eliminate the marriage penalty and get 
deductibility of college tuition under 
this plan. 

Finally, there is the question of edu-
cation savings accounts. Ever since I 
came to the Senate, for many years, 
with Senator Coverdell, I led the fight 
for education savings accounts. More 
than two-thirds of this Senate has 
voted for education savings accounts to 
allow parents to put aside their own 
money for their own child for public or 
private education. In large measure, 
through the amendment of Senator 
HUTCHISON—well intentioned though it 
may be—we lose the sum and substance 
of education savings accounts by the 
reductions of the amounts available. I 
hope not only these education provi-
sions can be retained but the bipar-
tisan nature of the bill can be retained. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator has expired. 
The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

ask to speak on the bill for 15 minutes, 
off the time of the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of the Baucus- 
Grassley tax bill. I say to my col-
leagues from Iowa and Montana, thank 
you for bringing the bill here on the 
floor. This is a great day. This is a 
great debate. I appreciate what you are 
doing putting this forward. 

I also want to say thanks for includ-
ing a great number of provisions that 
work on the marriage penalty. We have 
been pushing for several years now to 
get rid of this ridiculous marriage pen-
alty, the tax you pay for the privilege 
of being married. Marriage Penalty tax 
relief has been a long time coming, and 
with this bill, we can actually do some-
thing about it. 

I am delighted to hear as well from 
my colleague from Iowa that last night 
they added an additional year in which 
the marriage penalty relief would be in 
effect. That is a very positive step. It is 
a good thing. 

What we are seeking to do with this 
amendment, and I join my colleague 
from Texas, Senator HUTCHISON from 
Texas, in this amendment, is to speed 
up that marriage penalty relief, mak-
ing it fuller because the marriage pen-
alty is at several places within the Tax 
Code. It still remains, even after this 

bill. We need to take care of those 
places, and this amendment is a posi-
tive step toward this. 

Tax relief is long overdue for the 
American taxpayer. We are at record 
high levels of tax collection during one 
of the longest eras of peace ever known 
in America. Does that make sense? It 
is unreasonable for the Federal Govern-
ment to continue collecting taxes from 
hard-working Americans at a rate that 
rivals wartime rates of tax collection. 
Americans deserve relief. 

However, I think some of the tax re-
lief in this proposal is delayed too long, 
specifically that of the marriage pen-
alty tax relief. Almost half of Amer-
ica’s working families experience the 
ill-effects of the marriage penalty tax. 
In my State alone, 260,000 married cou-
ples experience this penalty. To put the 
burden of the marriage penalty tax in 
some perspective, every one of us 
knows somebody who is being forced to 
pay, on average—this is on average— 
about an additional $1,500 of taxes 
every year simply for being married. 

Requiring Americans to pay more in 
taxes for being married defies common 
sense. Families are the bedrock of a 
Civil society. Between carpools to soc-
cer games and putting food on the 
table, American families do not need 
this added tax burden. 

Marriage tax penalty relief needs to 
be one of the first priorities in this bill. 
Making Americans wait until the year 
2005 to receive a break from this oner-
ous burden of the marriage penalty is 
unnecessary. We clearly have the re-
sources to provide the American people 
with much needed marriage penalty re-
lief sooner rather than later. 

At a minimum, we should eliminate 
the marriage penalty in the standard 
deduction sooner rather than later. I 
believe with some adjustments in the 
tax bill we can provide marriage pen-
alty relief next year rather than mak-
ing America’s families wait until 2005 
for the Federal Government to recog-
nize the negative effects of the tax we 
place on the institution of marriage 
and the people who are married. Amer-
ica’s families deserve a break from the 
marriage penalty. 

Alleviation of the marriage penalty 
tax will allow married couples greater 
freedom to raise the quality of life for 
their families. Freedom will mean dif-
ferent things for different couples, of 
course. For some it may mean the abil-
ity to make a downpayment on a home. 
For others it may mean an investment 
in their children’s education. The op-
tions are as numerous as the people of 
our great Nation. Married Americans 
deserve to be free from this unjust pen-
alty. 

Make no mistake about it, however, 
those who will benefit the most from 
the correction of the marriage penalty 
are children. Study after study has 
shown that children do best when they 
grow up in a stable home, raised by two 
parents who are committed to each 
other through marriage. Newlyweds 
face enough challenges without paying 

punitive damages in the form of a mar-
riage tax. The last thing the Federal 
Government should do is penalize the 
institution that is the clear bedrock of 
a civil society. 

The amendment I am cosponsing 
along with my good friend, colleague, 
and fellow warrior of the past 5 years, 
Senator HUTCHISON of Texas would 
eliminate the marriage penalty in the 
standard deduction effective in the 
year 2002, rather than later in 2006 and 
would be offset by small modifications 
in other areas of the bill. 

I am hopeful that this amendment 
will receive the full support of the Sen-
ate and be included in the conference 
report that we will hopefully send to 
the President before the Memorial Day 
Recess. 

Our amendment recognizes the need 
to provide American families with re-
lief from the marriage penalty and the 
need to do it now, rather than 5 years 
from now. For our children, for strong 
marriages, for almost half of America’s 
working families, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important provision. 

I understand, along with everybody 
else, the number of tradeoffs involved 
to get this done. I think that if we were 
to ask the American public to 
prioritize the tax cuts and the tax re-
lief we are putting forward, they would 
clearly say, we need tax relief to stim-
ulate the economy, and we need tax 
fairness, particularly in the area of the 
marriage penalty tax. 

I point out to my colleagues a num-
ber of surveys that have been done 
showing that 70 percent of the Amer-
ican public support eliminating the 
marriage penalty tax. They are aware 
of this tax. I now have people who 
come up to me and tell me, for exam-
ple: My marriage penalty this year was 
$1,478—that their accountants cal-
culate their marriage penalty they are 
going to be paying on a yearly basis. 
People are aware of it. They know it is 
there. They know it is not fair. 

We have been telling them for years 
we are going to do away with it, that 
we are going to get it out of there. I 
think the Finance Committee has done 
a good job on starting to address this, 
but it is phased in awfully late. 

This amendment, I think, does some-
thing the American public would wide-
ly support. In looking at the tax cuts, 
they would say this should be one of 
the top ones that we need for fairness 
and for the future of a civil society. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the Hutchison amendment when the 
vote comes up in this Chamber. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor and yield back the time to Sen-
ator HUTCHISON that may be remaining 
on the 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, maybe 
we are ready to vote. Have the Sen-
ators used their time? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 
Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

will be brief and close on my amend-
ment, after which I understand we can 
go ahead and have the vote. 

I understand what the committee 
did. I understand how the committee 
had to accommodate so many inter-
ests. I do not eliminate the deductions 
for the education expenses; I just draw 
them out over a longer period. 

I had to find someplace to offset the 
cost of moving the marriage penalty to 
the top. Phasing in the deductions for 
the education expenses was the only 
thing I could find that would be a via-
ble alternative. Because I think the tax 
rate cuts are so important, I did not 
want to upset that balance. That is 
why I cannot support Senator CONRAD’s 
amendment. But I certainly intend to 
try to continue to look for offsets. 

Frankly, I am going to offer it with-
out offsets if this is not adopted be-
cause I think moving the marriage pen-
alty up is every bit as important as 
rate reduction and death tax relief and 
doubling the child tax credit. 

We are trying to give relief to Amer-
ican families. How much more do we 
need to be told than that the census 
shows us that 77 percent more people 
are living together unmarried than 
there were 10 years ago? I think we 
should value marriage, and I think we 
should encourage it. I certainly do not 
think we should have policies that dis-
courage it. So I am going to do every-
thing I can to move it up and make it 
the top priority that I think it is. That 
is what my amendment does. 

I ask the support of my colleagues. I 
think this is a warranted priority: 
Eliminating the marriage penalty in 
this country. It is essential that we do 
so. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. CONRAD. Does the Senator yield 
back her time? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Which is the first 
amendment we vote on, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota still has 7 
minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I will try to take the 
same amount of time the Senator from 
Texas just took to conclude. If the Pre-
siding Officer could inform me when I 
have used the same amount of time 
that the Senator from Texas just used 
so it is fair, I will yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will have 3 minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Presiding 
Officer, and I thank my colleague from 
Texas, who is a respected colleague. 

Let me just say we agree that the 
marriage penalty relief ought to be 
moved up. We strongly agree on that 
proposition. Mine does it faster than 
the offering of the Senator from Texas. 
Mine deals with both elements of mar-
riage penalty relief that are in the bill, 

both the standard deduction—doubling 
it for couples over what is provided a 
single individual—and also providing a 
fix on the 15-percent bracket. 

The Senator from Texas starts hers 
earlier than the underlying bill but 
does not complete the phase-in until 
the year 2008 on the standard deduc-
tion. And she does not speed up the fix 
on the 15-percent bracket at all over 
what is in the current bill. My amend-
ment would provide that relief next 
year as well. 

In addition, we have a different way 
of paying for it. I ask those in the very 
top rates—the 3 percent who are in the 
top two rates—to defer so that we can 
give this relief immediately. 

That seems to me to be a fair way to 
proceed. It seems to me to be the pri-
ority of the American people. We have 
50 million people who are affected by 
the marriage penalty. Under the cur-
rent bill, nothing is done, nothing for 4 
years. Then it is phased in, and it is 
not completed until 2008. 

My amendment says, if we say it is a 
priority, let’s make it a priority. Let’s 
put in place marriage penalty relief 
next year. Let’s do the job. 

I hope very much my colleagues will 
give close consideration. We do not 
change where the rates ultimately 
wind up. We do delay the reduction for 
the top rates, the two top rates that af-
fect only 3 percent of America’s tax-
payers, so that we can give 50 million 
people relief from the marriage penalty 
now, something I think every Senator 
in this Chamber has spoken for at one 
time or another. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 
seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield back that time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator KENNEDY be added as 
an original cosponsor of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

Conrad amendment No. 654. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 44, 

nays 56, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 112 Leg.] 

YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
McCain 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—56 

Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Carper 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 

Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McConnell 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The amendment (No. 654) was re-
jected. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 659 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon). Under the previous 
order, the question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 659. 

Mr. BREAUX. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 27, 

nays 73, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 113 Leg.] 

YEAS—27 

Allard 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Carnahan 
Cochran 
Domenici 

Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 

Kyl 
Landrieu 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Thomas 
Thurmond 

NAYS—73 

Akaka 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Ensign 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Mikulski 
Miller 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 659) was re-
jected. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to recon-
sider the vote and I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am deep-
ly concerned with that anomaly in the 
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tax code known as the ‘‘marriage pen-
alty.’’ 

However, I opposed the Hutchison 
amendment No. 659 because it would 
accelerate the marriage penalty relief 
in this bill at the expense of those edu-
cation provisions that would benefit 
students who borrow money to attend 
college. In particular, the Hutchison 
amendment would eliminate the provi-
sion that would allow student loan in-
terest to be deductible 60 months after 
graduation. 

While I support marriage penalty re-
lief, I do not believe that it should be 
provided at the expense of these edu-
cation tax benefits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. On behalf of Senator BAU-
CUS, I ask unanimous consent that the 
time go now to Senator SCHUMER. His 
time will begin charging against his 
amendment, which he will offer before 
he completes the hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 669 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

hour. 
Mr. SCHUMER. One hour. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, first, I ask unanimous 

consent that the following Senators be 
added as cosponsors: Senators LIEBER-
MAN, BIDEN, BAYH, and CLINTON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. 
The amendment I am about to offer 

is one of the most significant that we 
can debate in this tax bill. As you 
know, Mr. President, since I have come 
here, I have felt it extremely impor-
tant that we help middle-class people 
with the biggest financial nut they 
face, barring ill-health in their fami-
lies, and that is paying tuition. The 
cost of tuition has skyrocketed. Fam-
ily income has not kept up. Often in 
our tax proposals we help the very poor 
with their college tuition, as we 
should. And the wealthy do not need 
much help in terms of paying tuition. 
If you are making a half million dol-
lars, you can afford that $10,000, $20,000, 
$30,000. But if you are solidly into the 
middle class, if you are make $40,000 or 
$50,000 or $60,000 or $70,000, that tuition 
bill is almost impossible to pay. 

As a result, three things happen: 
First, all families struggle. Second, 
many students do not go to the college 
that their records would allow them to 
extend. Some do not go to college at all 
simply because financially it is so ex-
pensive. The number of New Yorkers 
who have told me that they are going 
to junior college because they can af-
ford it, as opposed to a 4-year school in 
a specialty they very much want to 
achieve, is enormous. And, third, what 
happens is that America is greatly de-
prived of our greatest resource: the 
minds of our young people. 

So it has been my contention, along 
with many of my colleagues, including 
the Presiding Officer, the Senator from 
Maine, the Senator from Illinois, and 
the Senator from Georgia—the Senator 
from Delaware has been our leader in 
this—that college tuition, or a large 
chunk of it, if not all of it, should be 
made tax deductible; that if a family is 
making a sacrifice to send their child 
to school, then Uncle Sam ought not to 
take a cut; that it is every bit as im-
portant for Government to encourage 
that activity through a deduction as it 
is owning a home or other activities for 
which we give deductions. 

For 21⁄2 years we have been pushing 
this. Now the opportunity is nigh to 
make it happen. 

I thank my colleague from New Jer-
sey, Senator TORRICELLI. He and I have 
talked about this issue at length. He 
has been able to get a first start into 
the bill of up to $5,000. That $5,000, yes, 
is a start. It does not meet the bills of 
most people, but it is a good start. I am 
appreciative of his efforts and of him 
joining the crusade in which many of 
us have been involved. But it simply is 
not enough. 

So what we propose today is to make 
$12,000 deductible for each person—for a 
single person $65,000, for a couple 
$130,000. It goes well up into the middle 
class. The very people who come to us 
and say the Government never gives 
them a break, the Government never 
cares about what they need, are now 
going to get the best thing they could 
imagine. 

We have not touched the rate cut in 
our offset because I know so many feel 
strongly about it. But my guess is, if 
you ask the average family in America 
making $50,000, $60,000, $70,000, would 
they rather have the rate cut of a few 
percent or would they want to make 
college tuition tax deductible, 90 per-
cent would say the latter. So the time 
is nigh to do this. 

This chart shows it all. Since 1980, 
college tuition has gone up over 300 
percent in its cost. Health care, which 
is always used as the area where prices 
have gone up so much, has only gone 
up a little more than 250 percent. Of 
course the Consumer Price Index lags 
way behind. 

So this vote presents us with the op-
portunity. This bipartisan idea, which I 
hope will stay a bipartisan amend-
ment—because this issue should not be 
a party issue; this issue should not deal 

with how much of a tax cut, but simply 
is, should we give it to the middle class 
in the place where they need it most— 
is on the table. 

I know there are a lot of consider-
ations, but very simply this is vital to 
families. It is also vital to America. 
The bottom line is simple: That is, here 
in America we need to educate our peo-
ple as best we can. If we continue to 
have young person after young person 
not go to college or not go to the col-
lege that they desire, we will be hurt-
ing our opportunity to stay the leading 
country in the world because our edu-
cation system is more important than 
just about anything else that we can do 
in this country. 

So, Mr. President, I will have a lot 
more to say, but I know there are some 
of my colleagues who wish to speak. 

I would like, if no one on the other 
side wishes time on this amendment, to 
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from In-
diana, who has been a sponsor for a 
very long period of time and has 
worked diligently on this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I salute 
our colleague, Senator SCHUMER from 
New York, for his tenacious support of 
this very worthy endeavor. I say to the 
Senator, I would particularly like to 
congratulate you for the bipartisan na-
ture of the support you have gathered 
for this very worthy undertaking. 

With Senator SMITH, Senator SNOWE, 
and others on the other side of the 
aisle, it is a cause that every Amer-
ican, regardless of party, can support. 

I rise in support of the Schumer 
amendment because it is good for the 
taxpayers of America, it is good for the 
children of America and their edu-
cation, it is good for America’s econ-
omy, and it is true to our values. 

It is good for the taxpayers of Amer-
ica because, in my State and in yours 
and others, one of the most pressing 
needs that American families face, 
after paying the mortgage and saving 
for retirement, is putting money away 
for the cost of a college education. The 
cost of that education has been rising 
faster than the rate of inflation now 
for many years, far outstripping the 
ability of many Americans, particu-
larly those in the middle class, to af-
ford it. So this tax cut will be good for 
American taxpayers and families be-
cause it helps them in a very signifi-
cant way—$12,000 when fully phased 
in—in alleviating the tax burden each 
and every year. 

It is good for America’s students be-
cause a college education today is no 
longer a luxury. It is a necessity to 
have many of the good paying jobs in 
areas involving information tech-
nology, communication technology, 
biotechnology, and the other rapidly 
growing parts of our economy. Those 
with a college degree earn substan-
tially more than those without. 

This is good for America’s children 
and America’s students. It is also im-
portant for the long-term health of our 
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economy. America’s competitive ad-
vantage lies in those areas that require 
greater degrees of knowledge, exper-
tise, and learning. So as we enable our 
children to do better, we also empower 
our economy to do better. 

Finally, this effort, thanks to Sen-
ator SCHUMER, is true to America’s val-
ues. We are saying to the families of 
New York and Indiana and Oregon, and 
the other 47 States, that if your chil-
dren work hard, if they dream the 
dream of a college education, we will 
stand by them. If you want to work 
hard and be self-sufficient, get a good 
job, we will help to make that dream 
become a reality. There is no more im-
portant American value than that. 

In conclusion, I again salute my col-
league, Senator SCHUMER. This tax cut 
is good for taxpayers. It is good for our 
children and their education. It is good 
for America’s economy, and it is true 
to our values. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
very worthy endeavor. I yield the re-
mainder of my time back to my col-
league and friend, the Senator from 
New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time to the Senator from Illi-
nois? The Senator from Illinois seeks 
recognition. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Montana, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Il-
linois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I sup-
ported this effort from the beginning. I 
believe that when you ask American 
families about tax cuts, their highest 
single priority is this amendment. 

This is a rather substantial proposal 
in reference to cutting the taxes of 
America’s families. I am sure there are 
some very important and popular pro-
visions in here, but when we literally 
ask families, if we could do one thing 
in the Tax Code to help you and your 
family in the future, what would it be, 
it is this amendment, this amendment 
which would allow families to deduct 
the expenses of a college education. 

We all know the problem. Some of 
the brightest young people in America 
either have to delay their education or 
change their plans because they lit-
erally cannot afford the cost of higher 
education or they find themselves in a 
position where they graduate from col-
lege with an extraordinarily high debt. 
With that student loan debt, a lot of 
choices in life are already made for 
them. They may not be able to become 
a teacher, which could have been their 
life’s dream, because instead they have 
to make more money to pay off the col-
lege loan. They may not be able to be-
come a nurse or a doctor, or whatever, 
because of the expense of education. 

What the bipartisan Schumer amend-
ment does, which I am happy to sup-
port, is address this problem and give 
to American families the ability to 
deal with the cost of higher education. 

Ask yourself: How important would 
it be? When a young child is born into 

a family, a new baby, it is usually kind 
of a rite of passage that you say to the 
new parent: How is mom? How is the 
baby? Is the baby sleeping at night? 
Have you thought about the cost of 
college education? Those are natural 
questions because people seem to 
think, as they should, this is a major 
obstacle to the success of my child. I 
better be thinking ahead. Is it reason-
able to ask that question? 

Let me give an example in my State 
of Illinois. In a 20-year period, the 
rough period between the birth of a 
child and their heading to college, in 
Illinois, between 1980 and the year 2000, 
the average tuition and fees at college 
went up 395 percent at public univer-
sities, 344 percent at private 4-year in-
stitutions, and 236 percent at commu-
nity colleges. So asking the new par-
ents about how they are going to pay 
for their kid’s college education is not 
an unreasonable question. It is going to 
be substantial. If they want their kids 
to have a chance, they ought to think 
ahead. 

The Schumer amendment thinks 
ahead. It says: We are going to give 
you the opportunity to deduct up to 
$12,000 of the cost of a college edu-
cation. It also provides a tax credit, I 
believe, for the payment of interest on 
student loans, so if you have a loan and 
you are paying on it, you can deduct up 
to $1,000, which doubles the amount in 
the bill. 

What the Senator’s amendment does 
is help families realize the American 
dream. Could there be a better invest-
ment for the 21st century than to help 
families pay for the cost of college edu-
cation? We know that kids who get a 
college education are going to make 
more money in life, probably realize 
their dreams. We have census statistics 
that suggest that the value of a college 
diploma means a 76-percent increase 
over a high school diploma in the 
amount of money one is likely to earn. 
So a young child who is thinking about 
where they want to go with their fu-
ture understands it is important to go 
to college; it is expensive to go to col-
lege; but it creates great opportunities 
as well. 

We have done a lot at the Federal 
level over the last several years to pro-
vide a helping hand. We passed a pro-
posal of President Clinton’s which was 
enacted as part of the Taxpayer Relief 
Act of 1997 to establish HOPE scholar-
ships, lifetime learning tax credits, and 
these help to pay, but the Schumer 
amendment goes to the heart of it. It 
says: You get to make the choice where 
your son or daughter goes to college, 
working with them, the best school 
they can get into, and we will help you 
pay by making the tuition tax deduct-
ible. 

It is targeted to working families. It 
starts to phase out for joint filers with 
a taxable income of over $105,000. I 
don’t think that is an unreasonable 
level to be speaking of because if you 
had, for example, two public school-
teachers in the city of Chicago or in 

the State of Illinois, their combined in-
come as mother and father might be in 
that range of $105,000. They are not 
wealthy people. If their son or daugh-
ter is going to a university that costs 
$20- or $25,000 a year, it is a great sac-
rifice on them and certainly on the 
children, once they have graduated. 
The value of this deduction, which can 
be up to $3,360, depending on the tax-
payer’s tax bracket, is significant and 
meaningful. This is available to tax-
payers, their spouses, and their depend-
ents. 

I am going to yield back my time by 
urging my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle to join us, as 
some already have, to show good, 
strong, bipartisan support. And if they 
value, as we do, education in America, 
if they value the needs of American 
families to pursue that education, sup-
porting the Schumer amendment is a 
good vote. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add Senators 
TORRICELLI and STABENOW as cospon-
sors of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from New York on 
behalf of the families of Michigan for 
his leadership on this critical issue. 
This amendment goes to the heart of 
what is driving the economy and what 
is good for our families. 

On the one hand, as a member of the 
Senate Budget Committee, I had the 
opportunity in numerous hearings to 
hear over and over again from Chair-
man Greenspan and our own Congres-
sional Budget Office that what is driv-
ing this economy is increased labor 
productivity. Increased labor produc-
tivity is a combination of new innova-
tions and technology and a skilled 
workforce that can work in this new 
economy, a skilled workforce that al-
lows the productivity to increase in 
our economy. 

Everyone has told us that to keep the 
economy going, to keep our jobs, to 
keep the improvements in the quality 
of life we have seen in recent years, we 
have to maintain this increased labor 
productivity. That means education. 
That is why this is such an important 
amendment. 

I also speak as a parent. I have a son 
who recently graduated from college, 
and I am sure I own one of the build-
ings at that university. I have a daugh-
ter in college now. I can speak as a par-
ent, as one who understands the cost 
we go through —we want our children 
to have the very best—and the chal-
lenges that face parents as we look at 
making sure our children are able to 
have the very best higher education. 

This particular amendment, by al-
lowing up to $12,000 in deductibility of 
college tuition, is very important to 
allow families to give their children 
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the American dream that we all have 
for our children. 

We know that in today’s world you 
have to go beyond high school to some 
kind of higher education if you are 
going to be successful. We also know 
that we will continue to learn through-
out our lives and that part of what we 
are doing is encouraging young people 
to learn to love to learn, so that they 
can continue beyond not only 4 years 
but possibly at some other point com-
ing back in life. 

We have older workers who are now 
coming back and changing careers, de-
veloping new skills, and going into new 
parts of the economy. The question of 
access to higher education is important 
to all of our families, and it is particu-
larly important to where we are as a 
country and how we need to move in 
terms of the challenges in a new world 
economy. 

I hope we will have the opportunity 
to give every child who is starting kin-
dergarten, every child in preschool, 
every child going into high school the 
ability to work hard and make the 
grades, and that we are going to make 
sure they have the opportunity to go 
on to college to be the best they can 
be. This amendment gives the tools to 
parents to help make that happen. It is 
important, it is long overdue, and I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Schumer amendment. I am extremely 
pleased to be a cosponsor. 

I yield back my time, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, how 

much time does the Senator from Illi-
nois want? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I thank my friend 
and colleague. 

Mr. President, I have an amend-
ment—— 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
from Illinois yield? 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 669 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
that our amendment, which was de-
bated, be reported before the Senator 
puts his amendment forward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHU-
MER], for himself and Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BAYH, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. DASCHLE, and Ms. STABE-
NOW, proposes an amendment numbered 669. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase the deduction for high-

er education expenses for certain taxpayers 
and to increase the tax credit for student 
loan interest) 
On page 54, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following: 

‘‘(C) 2006 THROUGH 2011.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable 

year beginning in 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 
or 2011, the applicable dollar amount shall be 
equal to the applicable dollar amount deter-
mined in the table contained in clause (ii), 
reduced (but not below zero) by the amount 
determined under clause (iii). 

‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT.— 
‘‘Taxable year begin- Applicable 

ning in: dollar amount: 
2006 .................................................. $10,000 
2007 .................................................. 10,000 
2008 .................................................. 12,000 
2009 .................................................. 12,000 
2010 .................................................. 12,000 
2011 .................................................. 12,000. 

‘‘(iii) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.—The amount 
determined under this clause for any taxable 
year is the amount which bears the same 
ratio to the applicable dollar amount deter-
mined in the table contained in clause (ii) 
for such taxable year as— 

‘‘(I) the excess of— 
‘‘(aa) the taxpayer’s adjusted gross income 

for such taxable year, over 
‘‘(bb) $65,000 ($90,000 in the case of return 

filed by a head of household (as defined in 
section 2(b)), and $130,000 in the case of a 
joint return), bears to 

‘‘(II) $10,000 ($20,000 in the case of a joint 
return). 

On page 59, line 3, strike ‘‘$500’’ and insert 
‘‘$1,000’’. 

Beginning on page 64, line 21, strike all 
through page 66, before line 2, and insert the 
following: 

(a) MAXIMUM RATE OF TAX REDUCED TO 53 
PERCENT.—The table contained in section 
2001(c)(1) is amended by striking the two 
highest brackets and inserting the following: 
‘‘Over $2,500,000 ............... $1,025,800, plus 53% of the 

excess over $2,500,000.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF PHASEOUT OF GRADUATED 
RATES.—Subsection (c) of section 2001 is 
amended by striking paragraph (2). 

On page 68, strike lines 1 through 3. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

AMENDMENT NO. 670 
Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. FITZ-

GERALD], for himself, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mr. ALLEN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 670. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I ask unanimous 
consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide that no Federal income 

tax shall be imposed on amounts received 
by victims of the Nazi regime or their heirs 
or estates, and for other purposes) 
At the end of subtitle A of title VIII, add 

the following: 
SEC. ll. NO FEDERAL INCOME TAX ON RESTITU-

TION RECEIVED BY VICTIMS OF THE 
NAZI REGIME OR THEIR HEIRS OR 
ESTATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, any excludable res-
titution payments received by an eligible in-
dividual (or the individual’s heirs or es-
tate)— 

(1) shall not be included in gross income; 
and 

(2) shall not be taken into account for pur-
poses of applying any provision of such Code 
which takes into account excludable income 
in computing adjusted gross income, includ-
ing section 86 of such Code (relating to tax-
ation of Social Security benefits). 

For purposes of such Code, the basis of any 
property received by an eligible individual 
(or the individual’s heirs or estate) as part of 
an excludable restitution payment shall be 
the fair market value of such property as of 
the time of the receipt. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH FEDERAL MEANS- 
TESTED PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any excludable restitu-
tion payment shall be disregarded in deter-
mining eligibility for, and the amount of 
benefits or services to be provided under, any 
Federal or federally assisted program which 
provides benefits or service based, in whole 
or in part, on need. 

(2) PROHIBITION AGAINST RECOVERY OF 
VALUE OF EXCESSIVE BENEFITS OR SERVICES.— 
No officer, agency, or instrumentality of any 
government may attempt to recover the 
value of excessive benefits or services pro-
vided under a program described in sub-
section (a) before January 1, 2000, by reason 
of any failure to take account of excludable 
restitution payments received before such 
date. 

(3) NOTICE REQUIRED.—Any agency of gov-
ernment that has taken into account exclud-
able restitution payments in determining 
eligibility for a program described in sub-
section (a) before January 1, 2000, shall make 
a good faith effort to notify any individual 
who may have been denied eligibility for 
benefits or services under the program of the 
potential eligibility of the individual for 
such benefits or services. 

(4) COORDINATION WITH 1994 ACT.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to override any 
right or requirement under ‘‘An Act to re-
quire certain payments made to victims of 
Nazi persecution to be disregarded in deter-
mining eligibility for and the amount of ben-
efits or services based on need’’, approved 
August 1, 1994 (Public Law 103–286; 42 U.S.C. 
1437a note), and nothing in that Act shall be 
construed to override any right or require-
ment under this Act. 

(c) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘‘eligible individual’’ 
means a person who was persecuted for ra-
cial or religious reasons by Nazi Germany, 
any other Axis regime, or any other Nazi- 
controlled or Nazi-allied country. 

(d) EXCLUDABLE RESTITUTION PAYMENT.— 
For purposes of this section, the term ‘‘ex-
cludable restitution payment’’ means any 
payment or distribution to an individual (or 
the individual’s heirs or estate) which— 

(1) is payable by reason of the individual’s 
status as an eligible individual, including 
any amount payable by any foreign country, 
the United States of America, or any other 
foreign or domestic entity, or a fund estab-
lished by any such country or entity, any 
amount payable as a result of a final resolu-
tion of a legal action, and any amount pay-
able under a law providing for payments or 
restitution of property; 

(2) constitutes the direct or indirect return 
of, or compensation or reparation for, assets 
stolen or hidden from, or otherwise lost to, 
the individual before, during, or immediately 
after World War II by reason of the individ-
ual’s status as an eligible individual, includ-
ing any proceeds of insurance under policies 
issued on eligible individuals by European 
insurance companies immediately before and 
during World War II; or 

(3) consists of interest which is payable as 
part of any payment or distribution de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or (2). 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall apply to 

any amount received on or after January 1, 
2000. 

(2) NO INFERENCE.—Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to create any inference 
with respect to the proper tax treatment of 
any amount received before January 1, 2000. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues, Senator SCHUMER 
and Senator CLINTON, both of whom are 
here, and Senators TORRICELLI, BINGA-
MAN, DOMENICI, JEFFORDS, MCCAIN, and 
ALLEN, who are cosponsors of this 
amendment. 

This amendment simply seeks to en-
sure that any reparations received by 
victims of the Holocaust—reparations 
or settlement payments received by 
those victims not be subject to Federal 
income taxes. 

Actually, our tax law provides that if 
money is stolen from somebody, or if 
property is stolen from somebody, and 
that is later recovered, that person 
should not have to pay income tax on 
getting their own money back. How-
ever, there have been a number of con-
flicting revenue rulings in this area, 
and the victims of the Holocaust, 
which occurred at the hands of the 
Nazis in the 1930s and 1940s, are con-
cerned that the reparations they are 
receiving from a variety of settlement 
funds, from banks and insurance com-
panies in Germany, Switzerland, and 
elsewhere—that under the current rev-
enue rulings of the IRS, there might be 
some confusion as to whether those 
settlement payments are taxable in-
come. 

This amendment simply seeks to en-
sure that the IRS would not treat as 
taxable income any Holocaust repara-
tions or payments. The Joint Tax Com-
mittee scored this amendment as cost-
ing $31 million over the next 10 years. 
It is a very small amount. 

There are 100,000 survivors of the Hol-
ocaust in the United States, approxi-
mately 10,000 of them from my State of 
Illinois. The average age of Holocaust 
survivors is over 80 years. Recently— 
just a few weeks ago—I had the oppor-
tunity to be at a Holocaust memorial 
service in Skokie, IL. Skokie is a vil-
lage to which a large number of Holo-
caust refugees and survivors of the Hol-
ocaust came after World War II, and 
they kept coming well into the late 
1950s. After appearing at that cere-
mony, I had the opportunity to meet 
many individuals who were, in fact, 
Holocaust survivors. I heard from their 
own mouths the stories of the horrors 
they endured at the hands of the Nazis. 
I saw several of the survivors with the 
tattoos that the SS agents had put on 
their arms. 

One woman told me she went into 
one of those concentration camps—I 
believe it was at Auschwitz—with both 
her parents and also with her younger 
brothers and sisters. As soon as she got 
into that camp, the Nazis killed her 
parents and subsequently killed her 
younger brothers and sisters. They 
kept her alive because she was a teen-
ager and they believed that they could 
put her to work. Obviously, all of the 

assets of her family and tens of thou-
sands, millions of others like hers were 
confiscated by the Nazis. 

There are several settlement funds 
that have been created to finally, 56 
years after the end of World War II, 
pay some modest compensation to 
these families and Holocaust survivors 
and their heirs for all the sufferings 
they endured. In fact, the compensa-
tion is really just the return of their 
own money or property that rightly be-
longed to them. 

I hope we can adopt this amendment. 
It has the support of the administra-
tion, I am told. The previous adminis-
tration also supported this measure. It 
was included in tax bills that were 
passed in the last session of Congress. 
Unfortunately, those overall tax bills 
were vetoed for other reasons. I would 
appreciate the support of all of my col-
leagues, and I certainly appreciate the 
willingness of Senator GRASSLEY and 
Senator BAUCUS to work with us as we 
try to find a possible means of replac-
ing that slight $31 million in tax rev-
enue that would be lost over the next 
10 years. 

Mr. President, again, I thank my col-
leagues. I am going to add, at this 
point, Senator GORDON SMITH as a co-
sponsor to the amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Before the Senator 

yields, I would like to say a word on 
his amendment. I think it is an excel-
lent amendment. As the Senator 
knows, I had a similar amendment. 
There are slight differences, which I 
hope we work out when the time 
comes. This amendment is important, 
and I thank the Senator for his leader-
ship in making this happen. As he said, 
to tax these payments which are but 
small compensation for the suffering 
endured by the few survivors of the 
Holocaust would be inhumane. The 
Senator is exactly right to make sure 
that they are tax free. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I thank my col-
league in New York. I agree with him. 
I think it would be beneath the dignity 
of this great country to actually assess 
a Federal income tax on those pay-
ments of compensation to the victims 
of the Holocaust. 

I thank the Senator. Both of my col-
leagues from New York have been very 
helpful. 

There is one other point I want to 
make. 

This bill also would ensure that pay-
ments received by Holocaust survivors 
not be counted in any calculation for 
eligibility for any of our Federal pro-
grams such as Medicaid. We would not 
want someone tossed out of a nursing 
home because they were receiving one 
of these payments. That is one of the 
benefits of this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I tell 

the Senator from Illinois that I appre-

ciate his good efforts to address an in-
justice. This injustice is regarding the 
victims of the Holocaust. I pledge to 
work with him on this amendment. I 
ask that he temporarily set aside the 
amendment to give us time to consider 
exactly how to do this. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 
will be happy to do that. I have been 
working with Senator GRASSLEY and 
Senator BAUCUS. I look forward to 
working with them into the evening. I 
appreciate their efforts to accommo-
date this amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is set aside. 
The Senator from New York. 

AMENDMENT NO. 669 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from New 
Jersey. As I mentioned earlier in my 
remarks, our long crusade to get col-
lege tuition made deductible took a 
giant step forward with his work on the 
Finance Committee to get the first 
step, the $5,000, in the bill. That has 
made it possible for us to offer this 
amendment as well. 

I salute him for the great work he 
has done, and I yield him 5 minutes. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New York for 
his very gracious comments and for the 
place in which we find ourselves at this 
moment. The long fight to allow par-
ents and students to deduct the cost of 
college tuition is now at a critical mo-
ment. 

It is not a usual moment in the life of 
the Senate when a Senator arises with 
the intent of having his own work re-
placed by a colleague’s. That is exactly 
where I find myself. 

The Finance Committee, with the 
considerable help of Senator GRASSLEY 
and Senator BAUCUS, has brought to 
the Senate Chamber for the first time 
the deductibility of college tuition 
from income taxes. 

Senator SCHUMER has built upon this 
work by expanding our $5,000 deduction 
to a full $12,000. It is, in my estimation, 
a more realistic approximation of the 
financial burden before American fami-
lies. I therefore support the Schumer 
amendment. 

American families are mortgaging 
their futures. Parents are literally tak-
ing second mortgages on their homes. 
Families are postponing retirement. 
They are using retirement savings. 
They are borrowing against inherit-
ance. They are doing anything and ev-
erything to get a college education for 
their child. Students themselves are 
working night jobs and borrowing end-
lessly to get themselves a college edu-
cation. 

The average student graduating from 
an American university, on the day 
they graduate, owes $20,000. It is not 
uncommon for a business student, a 
law student, or a medical student to 
owe $50,000, $100,000, or $200,000. It is an 
enormous tragedy. 
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The options in life that many of us 

enjoyed that allowed us to go into pub-
lic service are not available to Amer-
ican students. If you come out of col-
lege owing $20,000, $50,000, $100,000, your 
chance to be a schoolteacher, your 
chance to run for public office, your 
chance to go into the Peace Corps, 
your chance to go into an American 
city or a small town and make a dif-
ference in American life is lost before 
your career begins. You begin life 
under a mountain of debt. 

It may not be in our reach to elimi-
nate that problem today, but we have a 
chance to reduce it. Over the years, 
from Stafford loans to HOPE scholar-
ships to student loans, again and again, 
every time there was a chance to re-
duce this financial burden and help 
American education, we have risen to 
the occasion, and that is where we are 
again tonight. With this amendment, 
we can make fully deductible $12,000 
worth of college tuition. 

I will concede this is a national prob-
lem, but in my State of New Jersey, as 
in some other States, it is particularly 
acute. My State exports more students 
to colleges in other States than any 
other State in the Union per capita. We 
do not have a huge State university. 
The middle-class families of New Jer-
sey are having to face, with no choice 
and through no fault of their own, mas-
sive private tuition costs. 

It is the deciding point about wheth-
er or not these families can keep their 
families in the middle class, and they 
are holding on by their fingertips, 
knowing that if they cannot pay these 
tuitions, they may be the first genera-
tion in American history whose kids 
will be less educated, have less of a fi-
nancial future, less of a quality of life 
than they have. And Americans do not 
give that up easily. That is why this 
mountain of debt. That is why the frus-
tration. But that is also why I stand 
here tonight. 

We have a chance to fight back. In 
the last decade, the cost of a college 
education has risen by 40 percent. 
There is no end in sight. In a free econ-
omy, with free institutions, there is no 
way to legislate to control that cost or 
stop it, nor am I proposing we do so. 
We simply have to allow families to 
fight back, and it has to be more than 
loans. We have to offer more than debt. 
We have to let families help meet this 
cost. 

I am very grateful to Senator GRASS-
LEY and Senator BAUCUS. Without their 
support, we would not even be having 
this debate, Senator SCHUMER would 
not be able to offer this amendment. 
The committee took a stand, and I am 
proud of every member of the Finance 
Committee for doing so. But now we 
can take a good provision and we can 
make it better. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. I think it is a vote in 
which we can all take great pride. I 
thank the Senator from New York for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ators Durbin and Dayton be added as 
cosponsors to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, how 
much time has our side consumed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 28 minutes. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Iowa, do the oppo-
nents of this amendment intend to use 
all of their hour? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Probably not, but 
we are going to use some time; yes. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Maybe we can begin 
now. Does the Senator from New York, 
my friend and colleague, wish to speak 
now? 

Mrs. CLINTON. I will be happy to 
speak now. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I call on my col-
league, the Senator from New York, 
who has been a leader on this issue and 
has worked with me side by side to 
make college tuition deductibility a re-
ality. I yield to her 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mrs. CLINTON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise in support of 

this amendment which has been a pas-
sion of my senior Senator from New 
York. It arises out of the real-world ex-
periences he and I have every day in 
New York where we meet parent after 
parent who is troubled by the rising 
costs of college tuition and other ex-
penses associated with going to college. 

I wish we would all recognize that 
going to college has become not just a 
luxury, but in many respects a neces-
sity. There are so many jobs today 
which are on the leading edge of the 
economy that require the advanced 
education that can only come in a 
higher education setting. 

The fastest growing occupations, all 
of them in the field of technology, re-
quire at least a bachelor’s degree, and 
they pay much higher than average for 
full-time workers. The Senator has rec-
ognized that we have to do more to 
make college affordable for our fami-
lies. 

The saddest statistic I am aware of is 
as hard as it is to believe after all the 
work this body has done over the last 
years to make college more affordable, 
with the HOPE scholarships, with in-
creasing Pell grants for worthy stu-
dents, with the life-long learning tax 
credit, with all of that work, there are 
still so many children whose families 
cannot afford to send them to college 
or for whom the college tuition stretch 
is so great it requires mortgaging 
homes, it requires tremendous sacrifice 
from many working and middle-class 
families, and it often leads to a student 
having to drop out because the dollars 
just don’t keep coming and there is not 
enough financial support. 

In New York, for example, more than 
80 percent of New York students go on 
to some form of higher education. 
Nearly 1 million students attend col-
lege in New York, yet not that many 

finish. And the No. 1 reason given is fi-
nancial hardship. The combination of 
the debt load that so many of our 
youngsters and their families have to 
carry, and the fact that sometimes 
that credit is just not available, makes 
the dream of college just beyond the 
reach of too many of our children and 
their families. 

As we debate this overall tax bill, 
which has many features that are not, 
in my view, going to make us richer 
and stronger and smarter, I hope we 
will try to support this amendment 
which I think will do all of those. I 
think this amendment, Senator Schu-
mer’s college opportunity tax credit, is 
the single most important amendment 
we could pass in this entire debate. It 
not only will provide much needed fi-
nancing, it will send a clear message 
that we in this Chamber have heard the 
students, the parents, the families, the 
businesses, and the colleges of Amer-
ica, we have heard their requests and 
we try to help make college affordable 
for all Americans. 

The college challenge now of paying 
has become absolutely out of reach be-
cause average tuition has doubled in 
the last 20 years. Family incomes and 
financial aid have not doubled in a 
comparable period. It is time to give 
families in New York, families across 
America, the kind of tax cut they can 
really count on and that will mean 
something for everybody—the people 
who are the bulk of the taxpayers in 
this country. This amendment, when 
fully phased in, will give families a tax 
deduction of up to $12,000 in tuition 
costs, which will provide as much as 
$3,360 in tax relief. 

I commend my colleague, my senior 
Senator, for his passion, his work, his 
persistence. I hope that work will fi-
nally culminate in a positive outcome 
today and we will pass the college op-
portunity tax cut, the kind of sensible, 
affordable tax cut that makes sense for 
America’s families and especially for 
the young people for whom we, after 
all, have to think most clearly about 
trying to create a better future. There 
is no better investment we can make. I 
commend my colleague and thank him 
for his work on this critically impor-
tant amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield whatever 
time the Senator wants. 

Mr. NICKLES. I am trying to get a 
copy of the amendment. Has the 
amendment been sent to the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

know the Senator from New York 
wants to help people who need it. We 
all understand the importance of edu-
cation. I go back to my opening state-
ment and refer to the process by which 
this bill was brought about and the bal-
ance that is in it. 

I know the Senator from New York 
doesn’t mean to be selfish. And I don’t 
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mean ‘‘selfish’’ for the college students 
he is trying to help, but the Senator is 
somewhat selfish in what we can do in 
one bill. For instance, he wants me to 
consider his point of view in spending 
more for college tuition. This may even 
be bipartisan; I don’t know whether it 
will end up partisan or bipartisan. But 
either way, the Senator is asking us to 
consider his point of view being pre-
sented before the Senate while trying 
to undo a very carefully crafted, bipar-
tisan compromise that was worked out 
between people such as Senator KYL on 
the one hand and Senator LINCOLN on 
the other dealing with the estate tax. 

Maybe if you think the super rich in 
New York don’t need anything done 
about the estate tax, that is perfectly 
legitimate. Maybe that is not being 
selfish, if you think about the small 
businesspeople of America who live 
moderately throughout their entire 
working career because they have to 
pour everything back into the business 
and they want to leave it to their kids, 
and we are raising the threshold, rais-
ing the unified credit so that doesn’t 
have to happen, and this isn’t even 
talking about doing away with the es-
tate tax 10 years from now. We are only 
talking about raising unified credit and 
preserving the small businesses and the 
small farms, or you might say large 
businesses and large farms that are af-
fected by it, but you are taking away 
from that to do what you want. 

It is carefully crafted politically. It 
is crafted to look at as many interests 
as we can. 

What is ludicrous about the approach 
is that for the last 2 months during the 
budget debate the Senator was one who 
was voting we should not have a $1.6 
trillion tax cut, should not have a $1.35 
trillion tax cut. I don’t know about the 
$950 billion bill that the Democrats put 
in, but 12 months ago people of the 
Senator’s party didn’t want any tax 
cuts at all. I hope Members are thank-
ing President Bush that he ran on a 
program to cut taxes and got elected 
and he is performing in office the way 
he ran the campaign, keeping his cam-
paign promise. We wouldn’t even have 
a tax bill before us so that you could do 
what you want to do for your college 
students. 

I wonder if the Senator has thought 
this through? We have Senator LINCOLN 
on your side, working with Senator 
KYL, for a very carefully crafted provi-
sion that is in this bill that, quite 
frankly, was a major problem for your 
ranking member, Senator BAUCUS. He 
didn’t want to do as much as I wanted 
to do in this area or Senator KYL or 
Senator LINCOLN. But, as a matter of 
compromise, he went along with this so 
we could have a bill, a bipartisan bill, 
and make the process of bipartisanship 
work. 

I am a little frustrated about the 
process. I am not even talking about 
the merits of your bill. I want to deal 
with the merits. I wonder if the Sen-
ator has thought about the condition 
in which you put Senator LINCOLN and 

Senator KYL, how you can intellectu-
ally approach this sort of a deal on a 
$1.3 trillion tax cut, and the Senator 
didn’t even want any tax cuts. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield because I 
need some answers. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator. 
I would like to answer, since my name 
was used repeatedly. 

First I want to say this. I have great 
respect for the Senator. I even share 
his frustration. It is not very easy to 
put together a tax bill. But I am sort of 
aghast at his implication, that be-
cause, however carefully the 20 mem-
bers of the Finance Committee put to-
gether a compromise, which was sup-
ported—I would not call this bipar-
tisan. As great respect as I have for 
Senator BAUCUS, it was not Democrats 
and Republicans coming together and 
meeting in the middle. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. How many Demo-
crats do you have to have to be bipar-
tisan? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I would say it should 
be a lot more than four or five, to an-
swer the Senator’s question. 

If you look at the reconciliation 
vote, it was four or five. That is not bi-
partisan in my judgment. 

I respect each Senator’s right to 
make their decision. They come from 
different States. 

But what I am aghast at is the impli-
cation of my good friend from Iowa 
that anyone who offers an amendment 
to the grand creation that he has put 
together has either not thought it 
through or is derelict in their duty. 

Just the opposite, good sir. I am 
doing my duty to the people of New 
York by doing what they think is 
right. I daresay if they were asked 
should the estate tax, only on estates 
of over $3 million, get a smaller reduc-
tion so the families who are making 
$100,000 and $80,000 and $120,000 and 
$50,000 and $60,000 can get a break on 
tuition, my guess is, good sir, that 90 
percent of the people of New York—and 
I would guess, although I do not want 
to second-guess the Senator from 
Iowa—but my guess is the people from 
his State would support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Do you mind if I re-
claim my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has the floor. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. You told me you 
feel very strongly about it and you told 
me you thought this through and you 
are willing to present your view, re-
gardless of the compromises on the 
other portions of the bill. You have 
every right to do that. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I appreciate that. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I accept that. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I will yield for a 

question. I am not sure I will answer it. 
Mr. SCHUMER. OK. My question is, 

Does he think his grand compromise is 
beyond improvement? Is it perfection 
itself? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I do not think it is 
perfect. 

Mr. SCHUMER. All I can say to my 
good friend, CHARLES S. GRASSLEY, 
from CHARLES S. SCHUMER, is I am try-
ing to make your wonderful com-
promise a little bit better. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I hope you respect 
my right, that we have worked hard to 
put this together and I want to protect 
it as much as I can. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I sure do. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Not because of the 

substance of the bill as much as the 
process by which this has come to-
gether and what that says about the 
Senate’s workings and the bipartisan-
ship that is necessary to getting it 
done around here. 

Mr. SCHUMER. If the Senator will 
yield, and I am glad we are having a de-
bate, in all respect I think there are a 
lot of us in this Chamber who are not 
enamored with this process. 

Let me give you my little example. I 
received great help from the Joint Tax 
Committee. But they frenetically 
rushed in the last few hours to get me 
estimates and put together the bill. 

We are trying to debate this most 
significant tax legislation in 2 days, 
with 20 hours of debate. I was here, it 
was my first year, for Gramm-Latta. 
There were heated debates, but there 
was no effort to cut off amendments. 
There was no effort to stretch—one of 
the reasons our amendment is crafted 
as it is, good sir, is because the rec-
onciliation process that was used does 
not allow many other amendments. 

I am not enamored with this process. 
I respect bipartisan compromise. I 
think, in good faith, the Senator from 
Iowa has taken some flak from his side. 
My friend, the Senator from Montana, 
for whom I have enormous respect and 
do not begrudge him one iota for his 
views and what he has done, has taken 
a good deal of flak from his side. I re-
spect that. I try to come up with bipar-
tisan compromises whenever I can. 

But I have to tell you I do not re-
spect the process here. It is a rushed 
process. It is a hurried process. It is a 
process that does not allow delibera-
tion. It is a process that is not the Sen-
ate at its finest. 

So, yes, it is nice to have a bipartisan 
compromise. But if that bipartisan 
compromise is worth much—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER. If I can just finish? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I think we have had 

discussion enough on this. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Okay. I thank the 

Senator. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Does the Senator 

from Montana want me to yield for a 
minute? 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield some time 

off my time to Senator BAUCUS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is 

not an easy matter, of course. We want 
every child to have the opportunity to 
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attend college, to get a higher edu-
cation. That is a given. It is particu-
larly important in these days, as the 
economy gets more and more complex, 
the world economy more globalized. I 
think the major advantage we have in 
the United States of America is our 
education system. When we talk about 
value-added, it is knowledge-based, 
value-added America through edu-
cation that is going to give us the com-
petitive advantage compared to other 
countries around the world. Education 
is key. It is Head Start. It is pre-head 
Start. It is all that goes into children, 
from the instant they are born, cre-
ating a family environment and com-
munity environment to help kids be ex-
cited about life—not be put down, but 
excited—Head Start, kindergarten, all 
the way through elementary, sec-
ondary and, of course, higher edu-
cation. That is a given. 

We are doing what we can to help 
make that happen. Rome was not built 
in a day, but we are doing all we can to 
help make that happen. 

I might have a couple or three points 
here. One, I would like to remind Sen-
ators what we provide for in this bill 
that helps kids get a better education. 
There are the provisions which help el-
ementary and secondary students. The 
amendment offered by my good friend 
from New York is directed more toward 
higher education. 

Let me just go through what we have 
for education. Essentially, it is about 
$35 billion in this bill, over 10 years, for 
education. About $11 billion of that is 
for higher ed; it is to add something 
new in this legislation which has not 
existed in prior law. What is that? That 
is to provide a deduction for college 
tuition. In the bill it starts at lower 
amounts, $2,000 or $3,000, and gets up to 
a $10,000 deduction for tuition for edu-
cation. That is new. We have never 
done that before in the U.S. Congress. 
That is new in America. That is in this 
bill. It is a start. 

Is it everything? No. It is clear tui-
tion in some colleges is a lot more than 
that, but it is a start. It will help stu-
dents get a break when they go to col-
lege and other loans are available. In 
fact, this bill, I remind my good friend 
from New York, actually deletes the 
limitation on interest deduction for 
student loans so students will always 
have their interest deduction on stu-
dent loans. 

Does that solve all the problems? No. 
It is a help, it is a start. We know in 
life there are no free lunches. There are 
none. We have to work sometimes in 
life for what we want to attain. We 
can’t just give gifts to everybody. We 
want to help. We want to help kids go 
to college, do the very best we can to 
create conditions to make that pos-
sible. In addition, private institutions 
have availability for prepaid tuition 
programs. That has not been available 
in the past. 

I mentioned the modification of the 
student interest deduction; that is, the 
limitation is eliminated. IRAs, for edu-

cation IRAs, that is expanded from a 
$500 contribution to $2,000. There are 
several other provisions in here which 
will help education. They total, as I 
said, about $35 billion over 10 years. It 
is $10 billion, the program suggested by 
my good friend from New York. 

I join in the frustration of my good 
friend from New York at the difficulty 
in getting amendments scored by Joint 
Tax. Why do we face that? It is because 
this bill is being rushed. There is no 
doubt about it. Because this bill is 
being rushed, we are bound to make 
mistakes. We are bound to not have the 
information we should have. That is 
very unfortunate. 

I personally believe we should not be 
working on a tax bill in the context of 
reconciliation which has very con-
stricting limits on debate and amend-
ments. But we are. I had hoped we 
would not be on this bill until Monday 
of this week. But others with so-called 
pay grades higher than mine had a dif-
ferent view than mine and we are here 
now. We have to deal with what we 
have. That is unfortunate, but that is 
where we are. 

I would like to have a lot more in 
here for education. I have a soft spot 
for education. I think most of us have 
a soft spot for education. But we can-
not do it all at once. I wish we could, 
but we cannot. But we have a terrific— 
just think of it—start with the deduc-
tion of college tuition provided for in 
this Senate bill of up to $5,000. That is 
not small change. Mr. President, $5,000 
toward tuition is a start. Students can 
make up the difference in various other 
ways, either through families or jobs or 
scholarships. There are ways to get 
things done, and certainly $5,000 is 
going to help a lot. 

But I want to make a point to my 
good friend from New York. He does 
have a very good point: Gee, this so- 
called grand compromise, this grand 
perfect bill, and so forth, can be made 
better. Of course it can. I would like it 
to be made better. 

I know my good friend from New 
York and other Senators realize that 
all things are not equal. And what is a 
little bit different here is that there 
happens to be a different body down 
thataway. That other body down the 
hall has a different view on this tax 
proposal. They are going to want to 
change this dramatically in con-
ference. This tax bill is going to change 
dramatically in a direction, I might 
suppose, that is contrary to the wishes 
of the Senator from New York. 

So what I am trying to do, in getting 
a package together—and working with 
the chairman of the committee, for 
whom, I might add, I have the utmost 
respect—is to get an agreement that is 
better than what would otherwise pass 
in this Chamber, because if we did not 
have this bipartisan compromise, I 
guarantee you we would have a tax bill 
in this Chamber which would be much 
less to the liking of the Senator from 
New York and virtually every one of 
my colleagues on my side of the aisle. 

But now we can go to conference in a 
better position and come back with a 
result which is better than it otherwise 
might be. Were it not for that context, 
I would probably be here arguing, yes, 
we should change this; we should add 
more for tuition deduction; we should 
do that. But there is no free lunch 
here. We have to deal with the deck we 
were dealt. In that context, it is a bet-
ter bill from the perspective of the 
Senator from New York, so we can go 
to conference and come back with a re-
sult that is better than it otherwise 
would be for the Senator from New 
York and for other Senators. That is 
really where we are. 

So for all those reasons—and basi-
cally it is the last reason—I have the 
utmost respect, I must say, for my 
very good friend from New York. New 
York has two super Senators, and one 
of them is Senator SCHUMER. The other 
is Senator CLINTON. I must say I don’t 
know of a Senator around here for 
whom I have a higher regard than Sen-
ator SCHUMER; I might say Senator 
CLINTON, but certainly Senator SCHU-
MER from New York. He is on the right 
track. I have the utmost respect for 
him, but I cannot support his amend-
ment because I want and I believe, in 
the end, when the conference report 
comes back through this process, we 
can come up with a better product. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield such time as 
he might want to the Senator from Ar-
izona. 

What time does the Senator wish to 
have? 

Mr. KYL. Ten minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, let me first 
echo what the Senator from Montana 
has just been saying with respect to 
support for education. As he noted, this 
bill already has substantial benefits for 
education. 

Unfortunately, the amendment of the 
Senator from New York, in order to 
provide the money for those benefits, 
has to get money from someplace else 
in the bill. It is called an offset. 

What I want to talk about is the off-
set here because in order to try to help 
education, he is pitting one group 
against the other. The group that 
would be the big loser here is all the 
small businesses, all the entrepreneurs, 
the small family farmers, and the oth-
ers who were looking forward to some 
death tax relief, to a reduction in the 
rates of the estate tax. That would be 
gone under this amendment. 

All of the rate relief that was pro-
vided for in this bill would be elimi-
nated. So instead of the rates going 
from 60 percent, which is the effective 
death tax relief rate, down to 45 per-
cent under the bill here—which is still 
far too high—this would take all of 
that and put it back up to the effective 
60-percent rate. 

It is morally wrong. I think every-
body on the committee who voted for 
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the bill agrees that it is morally wrong 
for the U.S. Government to take more 
than half in any tax. And I don’t think 
we have another tax that taxes people 
at the rate of 50 percent. This would be 
the highest rate in the world except, I 
believe, for the country of Japan. 

Most Americans believe it is morally 
wrong to take more than half of all of 
the assets that somebody has saved in 
their life, assets that could be passed 
on to their children. The American 
dream in this country has always been 
to leave the next generation better off 
than your generation, to do a little bit 
to pass on for the next generation. Es-
pecially that has been true of the small 
entrepreneurs, more than half of whom 
are women in the United States of 
America. 

That is why in the committee we de-
cided to use some of the tax relief 
available for us to reduce the rate that 
estates were charged. What this 
amendment by the Senator from New 
York would do is wipe out all of that 
rate relief for which we provided. That 
is an unfair tradeoff. It is an improper 
tradeoff. Regardless of how much more 
someone might want to do for more 
education, it should not be paid for in 
this way. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Does the Senator 

know or dispute the fact that the only 
people who would be hurt by this 
amendment are those with estates 
worth over $3 million, where the rate 
will no longer be 55 percent but 53 per-
cent? 

Mr. KYL. The Senator does dispute 
that because as the Senator from New 
York should be aware, under the relief 
in the tax bill that is before us right 
now, the exemption he is speaking of, 
or the unified credit, does not take full 
effect until the final year of the legis-
lation. So it is not true what the Sen-
ator from New York has just said. The 
rate relief provided in this bill cur-
rently before us takes the rate from 
the current level down to 45 percent. 

It does that over a period of time. We 
do not even do that immediately, nor 
does the unified credit lock into effect 
immediately. 

Mr. SCHUMER. But does the Senator 
dispute the top rate is only paid by es-
tates worth over $3 million? 

Mr. KYL. The top rate—— 
Mr. SCHUMER. We only change the 

top rate in our amendment. 
Mr. KYL. The Senator from New 

York has decided to pay for the benefit 
in his amendment by taking the top 
rate, which is an effective rate of 60 
percent, and leaving it right there. 

Is the Senator from Arizona incor-
rect in what the Senator from New 
York just said? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Yes. We do not leave 
it there. We reduce it from 55 percent 
to 53 percent. But the only people af-
fected are those with estates worth 
over $3 million. 

Mr. KYL. I stand corrected—from 55 
percent to 53 percent. So we are still 

taking more than half. More than half 
of the value of the estate is going to be 
taken by the U.S. Government rather 
than passed on to the heirs. I stand cor-
rected. It is not 55 percent; it is 53 per-
cent. But because of the bubble effect, 
I am sure the Senator from New York 
would agree that the effective rate is 
closer to 60 percent, the result of which 
is that the rate relief that we have pro-
vided people—which caused a lot of 
people to vote for this bill—will be 
wiped out if this amendment is adopt-
ed. 

Death tax or estate tax relief is very 
popular in this country. In one poll, it 
is supported by 89 percent of the peo-
ple. A Gallup poll last year had one of 
the lowest percentages of support I 
have seen: 60 percent. In that poll, over 
three-fourths of the people acknowl-
edged they would not even benefit from 
the relief but they understood it to be 
fair. Anytime more than half of your 
assets are being taken by the Govern-
ment, Americans understand that is 
unfair. Even if they are not going to 
benefit from the relief, they realize 
there should be some relief from that. 

Let me note a couple of the studies 
that demonstrate the pernicious effect 
of the rates as they exist today and 
why we decided to bring them down in 
this bill. 

A February 2000 study by the Na-
tional Association of Women-Owned 
Businesses, the Independent Women’s 
Forum, and the Center for the Study of 
Taxation found that the death tax 
costs female entrepreneurs nearly 
$60,000 on death tax planning, money 
obviously they could be using in their 
own businesses. They report that 39 
jobs were lost per business due to the 
cost of death tax planning over the last 
5 years and that the cost of death tax 
planning will prevent the creation of 
103 new jobs per business in the next 5 
years. 

There is study after study after study 
that demonstrates the effect, not only 
in the macroeconomic sense in terms 
of gross national product lost, capital 
formation reduced, and the like, and 
jobs lost, but the effect for the average 
small business which, as I pointed out, 
is a woman-owned business in this 
country. That is why groups as diverse 
as the National Federation for Inde-
pendent Businesses, the Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce, the National 
Black Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Association of Women-Owned 
Businesses, and the National Associa-
tion of Neighborhoods—and on and on 
and on—50-some organizations have all 
joined in urging the Congress to enact 
death tax relief. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KYL. The Senator from Arizona 
might need to ask for a little more 
time. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I will 
be happy to yield a couple minutes of 
my time. 

Mr. KYL. I yield to the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Does the Senator dis-
pute that our amendment continues 
the repeal of the estate tax in the exact 
time as the committee bill, in the year 
2011, and that the only thing affected 
in our amendment—we can read a long 
list of everyone who is for repeal of the 
estate tax; that is not affected—the 
only thing that is affected is estates of 
over $3 million whose top rate goes 
down not from 55 to 45, but 55 to 53? 
With that change alone, we make col-
lege tuition up to $12,000 tax deduct-
ible. 

Mr. KYL. I will not yield to the Sen-
ator to give a speech. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Does the Senator dis-
pute that? 

Mr. KYL. I am fully aware of the ef-
fect of the Senator’s amendment. Let 
me ask the Senator this question, if he 
would like to respond to my question. 
The Senator asked if I was aware that 
his amendment did not affect the re-
peal of the estate tax in the final year 
of this bill. I am aware of that. Does 
the Senator from New York agree with 
me that the estate tax repeal should be 
permanent and should not terminate at 
9 months? Would the Senator from New 
York support the Senator from Arizona 
in attempting to make permanent the 
repeal of the estate tax? 

Mr. SCHUMER. The Senator from 
Arizona is well aware of my record. I 
voted against that. But that is not this 
amendment. 

Mr. KYL. I reclaim my time. The 
point the Senator from New York was 
trying to make was that his amend-
ment didn’t affect the repeal of the es-
tate tax. That is true. The repeal of the 
estate tax is only in existence for 9 
months because of Senators such as the 
Senator from New York who won’t 
agree to make it permanent. So the re-
lief is very tenuous here for people, and 
that is why I am fighting very hard to 
retain the rate relief. The repeal of the 
estate tax is going to go away 9 months 
after it goes into effect, which is in the 
10th year of this bill. That is why we 
need the rate relief that is built into 
the bill, and that is what is taken away 
by the amendment of the Senator from 
New York. 

I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will remind both Senators to ad-
dress each other through the Chair. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. 
I will simply say to my good friend 

from Arizona, with whom I have 
worked on many issues and who is a 
fine man of great integrity, that my 
vote is not needed for repeal. Very sim-
ply, I say to the Senator, the reason 
they didn’t put repeal in the bill had 
nothing to do with the Senator from 
New York or the 45 Senators who have 
not been part of this process. The rea-
son they didn’t put it in is it is so 
darned expensive that they wouldn’t 
have been able to do all the other 
things. So that is a bugaboo. That is 
not a fair characterization. 

Again, whether you are for or against 
repeal of this estate tax has nothing to 
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do with this amendment. What has to 
do with this amendment is whether 
you believe that estates of over $3 mil-
lion should get less of a reduction, al-
though still a reduction, so that fami-
lies making $40,000, $50,000, $60,000, 
$70,000 can get some break in paying 
college tuition. That is what the 
amendment does. 

Does the Senator disagree about the 
amendment, regardless of my view or 
anyone else’s view of whether the es-
tate tax should be repealed? 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, reclaiming 
my time, it is evident that the Senator 
from New York does not want to see a 
permanent repeal of the estate tax. He 
does not want to see a reduction in the 
rates except by 2 points, from 55 to 53. 
He apparently agrees with me that be-
cause of the bubble effect, the effective 
rate is closer to 60 percent. As a result 
of his amendment, and as a result of 
his opposition to making the repeal of 
the estate tax permanent, albeit with 
other Senators as well—I am not sug-
gesting that my friend from New York 
is the only one who may oppose that— 
opposing that and then also wiping out 
the rate relief that we are providing 
here leaves very thin any opportunity 
for us to go back to the American peo-
ple and say we have done anything 
meaningful with respect to death tax 
relief. Yet that, according to public 
opinion surveys, is among the most 
popular of the features of the bill 
which we passed out of committee and 
which is on the floor. 

That is why I say to my good friend 
from New York, as laudable as it is for 
the Federal Government to assist fami-
lies sending their kids for education— 
Heaven knows, I could have used some 
of that assistance a few years ago—as 
laudable as that is, we need to recog-
nize, No. 1, that the bill already has 
education relief in it, and, No. 2, if we 
take out this rate relief, we are effec-
tively gutting the bill’s effective help 
for people with respect to the estate 
tax because of the fact that the 53-per-
cent rate would still be in existence 
and that that rate, because of the bub-
ble effect, is actually closer to 60 per-
cent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded to the Senator from Arizona 
has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I will 

yield to my friend from Delaware next, 
but I just make one point to my friend 
from Arizona. This is on my time. 

This bill is about choices. No one 
wants anyone to pay any taxes on any-
thing. The reason the estate tax repeal 
is lower on my list than helping mid-
dle-class families with college tuition 
is, it is my judgment—and we will see 
the judgment of every Senator in this 
Chamber—that a family making $50,000 
and paying $10,000 or $15,000 in tuition 
deserves relief more quickly than an 
estate that is worth over $3 million. In 
an ideal world, we would do both. 

But I don’t think the Senator from 
Arizona is correct. The reason the com-

mittee did not put the estate tax in 
had nothing to do with opposition. 
They have the votes to pass this. They 
could have put it in the bill and had 
the votes to pass it. But they made 
some choices. They wanted rate reduc-
tion and marriage penalty and other 
things before they wanted the estate 
tax, having nothing to do with the 45 of 
us or so who are against the estate tax. 
But they had to say they were repeal-
ing it, so they went through the sham 
of doing it in 2011. 

I repeat to my friend: Choices, 
choices, choices. Do you believe the 
family making $50,000 deserves help 
with tuition before the estate over $3 
million gets a rate drop bigger than the 
one I am proposing? That is what this 
is all about. This is not a debate on the 
estate tax. It is not a debate on the es-
tate tax because most of the folks on 
the side of the Senator from Arizona 
didn’t want to do it because it cost so 
much and went to so few people. 

With that, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have 
been standing here for a long while. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to make a statement before I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware has been yielded 
time. 

Mr. KYL. I have a question for the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. My understanding was the 
Senator from New York was willing to 
yield time to me for the time he took 
on my time. What I am asking is, is 
there a minute of time that my friend 
from New York took that was in fact 
included in my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
was charged to the Senator from New 
York. So the Senator from Arizona did 
in fact have the full 10 minutes. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I would be 

happy to yield, if he wants. 
I find this the single most fascinating 

debate I have been involved in in 28 
years. I sincerely do. It is not a joke. I 
am not being facetious. I find this ab-
solutely fascinating. 

This isn’t just about choices. This is 
about values. My friend from Arizona 
says ‘‘morality.’’ Give me a break. Mo-
rality? This is about values. This is 
about what you value. Is it of a higher 
value to you to make sure that the 
fewer than one-tenth of 1 percent of the 
people in America, numbering literally 
in the thousands, who will have to pay 
an estate tax over $3 million—the first 
3, no tax—will have their rate dropped 
from 55 to 53 instead of 55 to 50—is that 
of greater value and moral content 
than paying for tens of thousands of 
Americans, sitting in this gallery, lis-
tening to this debate, being able to 
send their kid to school? 

Talk about morals. Talk about mo-
rality. Talk about values. You have 

just summarized the fundamental dif-
ference between that side and this side. 
This is about values. I have never had 
it so starkly and honestly stated on 
this floor. This is about values: What 
do we value as Americans? Given the 
fact we just received a beautiful speech 
from both the managers of the bill 
about how we can’t do everything; it 
has to be done gradually, my Lord, val-
ues, values, values, values. 

I will tell you what my values are. 
My values come from the middle-class 
family in which I was raised. There are 
three things a parent can give a child: 
They can give them faith, they can 
give the child an education, and they 
can give the child character. We want 
to talk about values. Is it better that I 
see to it that if I am lucky enough to 
have a $4 million estate left, that on $1 
million of that, I leave to my heirs sev-
eral thousands dollars less than they 
would otherwise get because they won 
the genetic pool or that somebody in 
the State of Nevada, or in Delaware, or 
New York is busting their neck work-
ing two jobs, both parents trying to 
send their kids to school and can’t get 
them to college. 

Tell me about values. Where I come 
from, that is an easy call. That is not 
even close. It would be viewed by most 
where I come from as immoral to give 
the kid who won the genetic pool $3,000 
more than the million they already get 
and to allow the person who is working 
two or three jobs in one family to not 
be able to send their kid to school. 

I am glad my friend raised it in 
moral terms. I didn’t quite think of it 
that way before. 

Look, let’s talk about the morality 
of what we are considering here— 
whether it is immoral to charge some-
one over 50 percent after they are dead 
so their heirs will receive $10,920,000 in-
stead of $14,110,000, or whatever the 
numbers would come out to. 

Everybody in this Chamber acknowl-
edges what my friend from New York 
has been saying. College tuition is sky-
rocketing beyond the means of most of 
us. When we talk about the minimum 
wage and say that kids should work 
their way through college—I worked; 
they flirted with me about football 
scholarships, a grant in aid, and I got a 
job making a dollar an hour. Guess 
what. The tuition for the whole year 
was $800. A dollar an hour helped. It is 
true. The staff looks at me as if I am a 
fossil. We are paying now $5, $5.50. We 
can raise the minimum wage to $6. Tell 
me how many hours you would have to 
work to pay at a State university such 
as mine, where room and board and tui-
tion is somewhere around $17,000. 

At the University of Iowa, it is $10,000 
or more. Tell me how many hours you 
would work for that. Tell me how you 
can work your way through school 
today. You just work your way through 
school. How many families do you men 
and women know—maybe I lived in a 
different neighborhood, came from a 
different place—who both work and 
some have two jobs? How many do you 
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know? I know lots of such people. Lots 
of people. Talk about values. Look, ev-
erything is relevant. The question here 
is, What do you value the most? 

I would like to point out another 
thing, without going into all the statis-
tics. There are a couple of points I 
want to make to you. By the time this 
kicks in—the Schumer-Biden amend-
ment—it makes $3,000 of college tuition 
and fees tax deductible. 

Let’s talk about what this giant tax 
bill is going to do for middle-class fam-
ilies, OK. When all is said and done, if 
we don’t put anything in here at all, 
nothing at all about tuition—let’s talk 
about what helps the people making up 
to $120,000 in joint income—you are 
going to get $1,400 back when it kicks 
back. OK, that is great. I am all for 
that. Guess how much you get back by 
the time ours kicks in for your tuition. 
It is $3,306. Our tuition tax proposal is 
bigger than the whole tax cut you get. 
Come on. 

We all stand here and say, because 
most of us come from middle-class 
roots, middle-class backgrounds, we 
care about the middle class. No matter 
how you cut this, in terms of raw dol-
lars, in terms of what you value, in 
terms of education, this is a bigger 
bump for the average middle-class fam-
ily with a kid in school or somebody 
trying to put themselves through 
school than the entire tax break you 
get. 

I don’t know where you guys live. I 
don’t know where you live. Quite 
frankly, I thought it was brilliant of 
my friend from New York. He and I 
have been doing this for over 2 years in 
our different capacities. He said, OK, 
we have to find an offset because of the 
stupid process we have. He put in the 
least innocuous offset you could find. If 
this would offend you, my Lord—this 
goes to permanent 11 years out. We are 
slowing up 3 percent to give tens of 
thousands of Americans a chance to 
send their kids to school. 

This is not the place I joined 28 years 
ago. Do we have our values upside 
down? Do we have our priorities back-
wards? It is similar to my saying, you 
know, the guy who lives in that $4 mil-
lion estate down there, because the 
county has raised the sewer fees and 
because he has seven bathrooms, he is 
going to end up paying $120 a year 
more, so we should give him relief. The 
guy living in the place where he has a 
two-bedroom bungalow, trying to fig-
ure out how to pay the electric costs 
and the heat because of the energy 
prices going up, we will rip our hair out 
to decide whether or not, my God, do 
we continue this relief we have for peo-
ple—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BIDEN. May I have 2 more min-
utes? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I can yield the Sen-
ator 1 more minute. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, the bottom line is 

that this is a vote about values. This is 

a way to define, very simply, what you 
value most. If you value giving 5-per-
cent relief to people with estates over 
$3 million, instead of 3 percent, more 
than you value allowing tens of thou-
sands of Americans to get up to $3,300 
in relief on their taxes, which can be to 
do everything from paying tuition to 
paying the light bill, middle-class fam-
ilies, then vote against us. 

Make no mistake about it. My friend 
from Arizona is right. This is a moral 
question. This is about value. I know 
where I stand. I am interested to see 
where the Senate stands. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, while 
I am waiting to yield some time to 
Senator NICKLES, there is a certain un-
fairness about the death tax that I will 
present to my colleagues for consider-
ation. Based on the recent speeches, 
though, I am not sure it is going to 
make much difference. 

You can have two people who, 
throughout a lifetime, make the same 
amount of money. They are all taxed 
when they make it at the income tax 
levels. You can have this family over 
here living very conservatively, mod-
erately—you might even say miserly— 
and leave a big estate. You can also 
have this family over here that spends 
their money as quickly as they get it, 
buying a big boat, a big camper, 
partying every night, womanizing 
every night, not leaving one penny to 
their heirs. 

This family has been taxed once 
throughout their lifetime on that 
money. This family over here has been 
taxed exactly the same way when it 
was made, and then, just because they 
were very careful how they lived, they 
are going to be taxed again when they 
die. What is the fairness about that 
sort of taxation? 

We ought to reward thrift. We ought 
to discourage this sort of activity over 
here where people are living for today 
and forgetting about tomorrow and re-
ward the people who look to the future 
and are concerned about their children 
and grandchildren. It seems to me 
there ought to be some reward for that. 

As long as I have been in Congress, 
my belief is that no American family 
should be forced to pay up to 60 percent 
of their savings, their business, or their 
family farm in taxes when they die. No 
taxpayer should be visited by the un-
dertaker and the tax collector at the 
same time. No tax should be greater 
than 50 percent. 

I have heard from hundreds of Amer-
ican taxpayers saying that all their 
lives they had saved for their children 
and grandchildren’s college education. 
They have worked overtime and saved 
all their money, and now the death tax 
is going to take over 50 percent of their 
savings that was going to pay for other 
college tuition for relatives. 

Remember that the 50-percent tax 
rate starts at $2 million. You can pay a 
lot of college education on that kind of 
savings. 

Let our American taxpayers keep 
their savings and pay their grand-
children’s tuition. Do not steal the 
American dream from these families 
that have lived conservatively and 
worked just as hard as other people 
who leave nothing and pay taxes once. 

Remember, a $3 million estate will 
pay the Government in death taxes 
over $1 million. That will pay a lot of 
tuition as well. 

This amendment will control the 
lives of Americans by only reducing 
the death tax to 53 percent. Let Amer-
ican parents and grandparents keep 
their savings. No tax should be greater 
than 50 percent. 

Once again, how much tax is too 
much for people who want to tax in-
come and estates at a higher rate? It is 
obvious Senator SCHUMER thinks that 
53 percent on the estate of these people 
who have not spent all their money and 
who save it is legitimate. I do not hap-
pen to think so. 

I do not understand how a person who 
talks about fairness can say that a 
family who has had good income 
throughout their lives and has not 
saved one penny should only be taxed 
once, and another family that has the 
same income and paid the same income 
tax on it as this other family, but be-
cause they wanted to live carefully, 
moderately, miserly, and save their 
money for whatever they wanted to 
save it for, they should be taxed again. 
There ought to be some reward for not 
living just for today and forgetting 
about tomorrow. I will vote no on this 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues 
to do the same. 

I need to tell my colleagues that I 
have received hundreds of phone calls 
and letters from people who are par-
ticularly in the World War II genera-
tion. Only this morning we were re-
minded by Senator STEVENS that these 
World War II veterans are dying by the 
thousands every day, and they cannot 
wait 10 years for death tax reform. 

They tell me they have been morally 
responsible citizens, and they are 
angry that the last 40 or 50 years of 
their savings, having lived carefully 
and having worked hard, will be stolen. 
They are angry that the Federal Gov-
ernment will not let them educate 
their children and grandchildren so 
they are not forced for yet another 
generation working 60 hours a week. 
The World War II generation wants to 
help their grandchildren stay in the 
middle class without mountains of 
debt. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. College education is 
a good goal, but let the American tax-
payers make their own decisions. No 
tax should be greater than 50 percent. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. SCHUMER. I yield myself 30 sec-

onds. That was a very good speech, and 
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I believe it, too. The number of estates 
in the Senator’s State of Iowa that 
paid an estate tax of more than $5 mil-
lion—we are debating $3 million, so 
this is probably a little low—is 23. That 
speech was given for approximately 35 
families a year in Iowa, the very 
wealthiest, instead of the tens of thou-
sands of grandparents of World War II 
veterans, such as my father, who have 
to struggle to put their kids and 
grandkids through college. Thirty fam-
ilies in Iowa, estate tax reduction; tens 
of thousands, college tuition reduction. 
Choices. 

We would all like to reduce every 
tax. Which do you choose? 

I yield 4 minutes to my friend from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we have 
every right to come to this Chamber 
and change this tax bill. It was written 
in the Finance Committee. We as Mem-
bers of the Senate have a right to say 
we have better ideas. 

I will talk about this so-called death 
tax. The term ‘‘death tax’’ was created 
by a Republican pollster. It is a won-
derful moniker for the estate tax. Mr. 
President, I am going to give my col-
leagues a chance to vote on something 
that solves all their problems. 

Talk about family farms and small 
businesses, I am going to offer an 
amendment that repeals the estate tax 
for all family farms and all family 
businesses regardless of size as long as 
they are passed along to descendants 
and continue to operate as an enter-
prise. Total repeal. My amendment 
also would increase the general unified 
estate credit that is available to every-
one to $8 million for a husband and 
wife; $4 million each. 

The only estates we are talking 
about will be over $8 million. And if 
one comes out and talks about family 
farms and family businesses. It does 
not apply. They are already repealed. 

The question before my colleagues 
now is the amendment offered by Sen-
ator SCHUMER, and it is about choices. 
Regrettably, it is about selfish choices. 
It is about choosing to allow families 
to deduct tuition expenses for their 
children versus a choice that was made 
in the Finance Committee to repeal 
the estate tax and reduce the rate. 
They said, no, holding on to that repeal 
is more important than providing the 
full tuition deduction. 

Look, there are a lot of families in 
this country who scrape and struggle 
trying to figure out how to send their 
kids to college. It may not be true with 
some Members of the Senate, but it is 
true with almost every family in this 
country. They are struggling to figure 
out how to send their kid to college. 
What do they mortgage? Often they 
mortgage everything they have to find 
the money to send their kid to school 
because they are not going to say no to 
a kid who deserves the opportunity to 
get a higher education. 

What Senator SCHUMER says, what I 
say, and what my colleagues say is the 
value of deciding that we ought to 

allow the deduction for college tuition 
is something that enhances our chil-
dren; it invests in our future. It is the 
right choice, not the selfish choice. 

He is weighing it against the issue of 
a top rate reduction in the estate tax 
for only the wealthiest estates in the 
country. 

Guess what. We have people who 
stand in this Chamber and say: If you 
want to know whose side I am on, 
count me in on the side of the people 
with the largest estates in America, 
and do not count me as standing with 
the folks who are struggling to scrape 
money together to find a way to send 
their kids to school. 

Yes, this is about choices. It is about 
for whom you stand. Whose side are 
you on? No, that is not class warfare. 
We have already chosen what class 
here. The Finance Committee chose 
the class way up here with assets where 
they do not have to worry about where 
they get the money. That money was 
banked years ago to send their kids to 
the best colleges in the world. And God 
bless them, good for them. 

Senator SCHUMER says—and I say, 
too—there are millions of families out 
there who do not have the resources. 
They worked hard, struggled hard, and 
they want a good education for their 
family, too. They want a good edu-
cation for their kids. They want an op-
portunity for their children. 

One way to help them provide that 
opportunity is to allow them to deduct 
the cost of their tuition expense of 
sending their children to college. Gosh, 
I do not understand sometimes, I guess, 
when people say: We have written this 
bill. This is our choice. We do not ap-
preciate you coming up here requiring 
us to make votes on tough choices. 

That is exactly what politics is. That 
is what this process is about. 

I say to the Finance Committee: You 
made the wrong choice. We have a 
right to ask the Senate to make the 
right choice on behalf of America’s 
families and on behalf of America’s 
children. 

This is not going to stop. We have a 
lot of amendments. A number of people 
have amendments. I have amendments 
that I think will dramatically improve 
this bill. This amendment is among the 
most important amendments on which 
we will vote. I hope we have a strong 
vote in support of the Schumer amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BAUCUS. How much time re-
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 7 minutes for the sponsor, and the 
opponent has 22 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will we be expecting a 
vote at the conclusion of the time on 
this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
would be anticipated. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I don’t know. Perhaps 
the Senator from Nevada and others 
know what the leadership’s view is on 
the timing of the vote of the next 

amendment. Perhaps the Senator from 
Nevada can shed some light. 

Mr. REID. I was going to wait until 
the time expires to ask the same ques-
tion. We would like to have a vote. 
Senator BYRD indicates he does not 
want the votes stacked. We would like 
to vote and move on. 

Mr. DORGAN. Further parliamentary 
inquiry: Have the yeas and nays been 
ordered on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not been ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the yeas and nays be ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. The yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues and urge strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. It guts the ef-
fort to reduce the so-called estate tax, 
the tax on death. Some people say let’s 
see if we cannot do more for providing 
for interest deductibility on student 
loans. I am happy to do it. But this is 
not the way to pay for it. Maybe we 
can do it without an offset. Maybe we 
can find another offset. I am happy to 
try to find a different offset—or maybe 
no offset altogether. 

Why do we do this? We are at $1.35 
trillion. I guess the cost is $11 billion 
or $12 billion. Maybe we can add to the 
cost of the bill—that is one way—or 
find an offset. I can think of things in 
the bill that are not quite as meri-
torious as an estate tax deduction. I 
believe it is unconscionable we will 
take over half of somebody’s estate be-
cause they die. 

In many cases, in an estate there is a 
business or operation and someone 
wants to continue operations, and we 
will say: We don’t care; we want half of 
it. Somebody died but give the Federal 
Government half. 

The bill we have is rather timid in 
what it does. I remember the former 
Senator from Illinois, Carole Moseley- 
Braun, agreed we should not have a 
death tax exceeding the maximum tax 
rate on personal income tax, which is 
39.6. We didn’t even do that in this bill. 
We didn’t even do that. President Clin-
ton said maybe we shouldn’t have 
death taxes exceeding the personal in-
come tax rate. For all the talk about 
the grand estate tax reduction and all 
the benefits, all we do is, the tax pres-
ently starts at 60 percent and we get it 
to 45 percent, and then for a grand 9- 
month period we get it repealed. 

But my colleague’s amendment says 
let’s stop and keep the tax at 53 per-
cent. As soon as you have a taxable es-
tate, it is taxed at 53 percent. There 
will be no tax once you reach that $2 
million exemption; the Federal Gov-
ernment gets half. 

Let’s just assume you have a res-
taurant in New York City and that res-
taurant is worth $5 million and some-
body passes it on, maybe to a third 
generation, and the grandson wants to 
continue operating the restaurant 
worth $5 million. Uncle Sam says, no, 
we want half. 
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I think that is wrong. I urge my col-

leagues to vote against this amend-
ment when and if we get to a vote on 
it. I urge Members to vote no because 
the pay-for is wrong. We can perhaps 
work together to find another vehicle 
or another way to pay for it. It is not 
that expensive an amendment. The ef-
fect of the amendment is to gut the es-
tate tax reform we have in this bill. It 
guts it. This is a whole lot of the bipar-
tisanship we have, where we have 
Democrats and Republicans who have 
come together to say let’s reduce the 
estate tax. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will yield in a mo-
ment. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I appreciate that. 
Mr. NICKLES. Last year we passed a 

bipartisan bill, with 59 votes in the 
Senate, to repeal the death tax. This 
amendment says let’s not do that; stop 
at 53 percent; the Government is enti-
tled to take over half. 

I think this is a terrible pay-for. It is 
a terrible offset. It is class warfare 
rhetoric at its worst. It is not the way 
to do it or to pay for it. My colleague 
from New York would work with us, 
like our colleague from New Jersey. 
Let’s work together, and maybe we can 
figure out a way to do this to expand 
the interest deduction for all Ameri-
cans. I am happy to work with our col-
leagues to do that. I think you will find 
bipartisan support for doing it. But not 
at the expense of gutting the reduction 
we have in one of the most unfair taxes 
on the books, the so-called death tax. 

It is absolutely unconscionable we 
will tell people who are farming that 
their farm or ranch happens to be 
worth $3 or $4 or $5 million and the 
Federal Government is entitled to take 
half. I think it is wrong. 

I urge my colleagues, because some-
body asked for the yeas and nays on 
the Schumer amendment, vote it down. 
Then we can come back. I will be happy 
to support an amendment that will in-
crease the interest deduction and have 
a different pay-for than what is in here. 
The way this amendment is paid for is 
grossly unfair to millions of small busi-
nesses all across the country that are 
trying to build and pass on their busi-
ness to their kids. This amendment is 
unfair, and it should be defeated. Let’s 
find a different pay-for or offset it in a 
different way, in a different manner, 
not in the manner proposed by my col-
league from New York. 

I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator. 

I appreciate our difference of opinion. 
My question to my friend from Okla-

homa is this: Since the framers of the 
bill who are largely from his side chose 
not to repeal the so-called death tax 
until 2011, how the heck—and his main 
speech was aimed at repeal, the res-
taurant in New York City, et cetera. 
Whether we tax at 45 percent or at 55 
percent, they are going to have to do 
something bad for their business when 
the estate occurs. 

How the heck does reducing that top 
rate on estates over $3 million, instead 
of from 55 to 45, but from 55 to 53, while 
we keep the same date of repeal as the 
framers of this compromise chose—how 
the heck does it gut the estate tax? 

One other question: In the State of 
Oklahoma, the number of estates that 
would be affected on an annual basis— 
I don’t know the exact number. I know 
the numbers that are valued over $5 
million. This would be over $3 million. 
Affected by this amendment for estates 
over $5 million, there are 28. That is it. 

Mr. NICKLES. Is the Senator on my 
time or your time? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Your time. 
Mr. NICKLES. Then I will answer. 

My colleague could not be more wrong. 
The Senator does not understand the 
essence of estate if you think there are 
only 28 Oklahomans who have estates 
over $5 million. There are millions of 
estates, millions of estates in this 
country right now, that are effectively 
wasting a lot of time, energy, and re-
sources to avoid paying this unfair, pu-
nitive tax. There are probably millions 
in your home State, millions in your 
State alone. 

Let me give an example. I used to 
own and operate a small business. It 
wasn’t in this valuation, but it comes 
out on occasion when someone suffers a 
death and finds Uncle Sam wants a 
third or half. You don’t want to have 
that happen again. You go to great 
lengths to make sure it doesn’t happen 
again. So if you think this only applies 
to a few, you are sadly mistaken—abso-
lutely mistaken. 

There is more energy and effort used 
in spending to avoid this tax than prob-
ably any other tax in America because 
it is unfair. I was third generation in 
the company I managed, Nickles Ma-
chine Corporation. I managed it for 
several years and am proud of it. I had 
nephews managing until recently. It is 
difficult to pass on a business to suc-
ceeding generations if Government 
comes in and takes half every time one 
person in a generation passes away. It 
is next to impossible. 

To think we have calculated that 
there are only so many taxable estates 
misses the whole point. There are mil-
lions of businesses, farms, ranches, and 
so on, where people are working ag-
gressively to build, maybe get in that 
category, maybe they are not. But they 
do not want to be caught. They do not 
want to be stuck. They do not want 
their children to have to sell to pay 
taxes to the Federal Government. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I just asked a dif-

ferent hypothetical. The 28 is a number 
per year—obviously there would be 
some more; it is hard to believe it 
would be millions in the State of Okla-
homa, when there are only 28 a year. 
My question is a different question. 

I sympathize with what the Senator 
says, in terms of people having to sell 
a business to pay for the tax. That is a 
different issue. That deals with repeal. 

Our amendment does not address re-
peal. It simply says, instead of low-
ering the rate from the top rate, which 
is for estates over $3 million, from 55 
percent to 45 percent, we lower it from 
55 percent to 53 percent, still a low-
ering, because we have to make 
choices. We would rather help the fam-
ily making $80,000 send their kids to 
college. 

How does the tax change deal with 
that? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will reclaim my 
time. I am not waiting for my col-
league to make a speech. I think it is 
absurd for someone to say: We are just 
going to reduce the rate to 53 percent; 
we are going to reduce the tax 2 per-
cent for the upper end estates and, oh, 
sure, at end of that time we are going 
to repeal it. I don’t think so. I don’t 
think that is credible. 

For someone to suggest we are still 
really for repeal but we are going to 
keep the rate at 53 percent, I do not 
think is credible. It is not going to hap-
pen. 

Back to this idea of how many es-
tates, you might say in 1 year there 
were 28 taxable estates above $5 mil-
lion, but I tell you there are thousands 
of estates that are subjected to this tax 
that are trying to avoid this tax, try-
ing to minimize this tax; thousands in 
my State, millions in your State—mil-
lions? Surely a million. There are thou-
sands in Northern Virginia. You don’t 
have to go very far. You are talking 
about taxable estates around this area, 
if you look at high priced neighbor-
hoods where the Government comes in: 
Oh, the Government is entitled to take 
half of that house or half of that prop-
erty or half of that business because 
somebody passes away? What right 
does Government have to get 53 per-
cent of somebody’s estate? It is just ab-
surd. It should be unconscionable. 

I go back to our friend, who is not 
the most conservative Senator with 
whom we had the pleasure of serving, 
the Senator from Illinois, Carol 
Moseley-Braun. We agreed we should 
not tax estates more than we have on 
personal income tax. I believe Presi-
dent Clinton said the same thing. That 
rate is 39.6. The amendment of my col-
league from New York says, let’s keep 
it at 53. And 53 is too high. I urge my 
colleagues, if you think the amend-
ment is laudable for the deduction of 
student loan interest, I may well agree 
with you but not at this offset, not to 
gut the estate tax, not when the estate 
tax is one of the pillars of this bill, 
both for this President and this Con-
gress and the past Congress. 

So let’s not gut the bill. Let’s find 
another way. Again, we are going to 
find out if people want to legislate or 
people want to try to defeat the bill. I 
urge my colleagues, work with some of 
us who want to see a bill enacted and 
signed into law. We will work to find a 
way to have greater student loan de-
ductibility. We can do that. We can do 
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it with 60 votes. And you will not have 
half the Senate going berserk. 

But I tell you this amendment, to 
gut the estate tax reduction, will not 
finally be successful. We are going to 
figure out a way to have a significant 
reduction in estate taxes. That is part 
of what a lot of us have been working 
on for decades. It is what we passed 
last year. We are going to get it done 
this year. 

I urge my colleagues, let’s find an-
other offset. If we have to, let’s defeat 
the Schumer amendment and then we 
can come back and do something more 
on student loan deductions without 
gutting the estate tax deduction we 
have in the present bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. SCHUMER. How much time is 

there on each side, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine and 

a half minutes on this side and about 7 
minutes on the Senator’s side. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Does the proponent 
of the amendment have the right to 
conclude? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no such right. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I would like to con-
clude. 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator can ask 
unanimous consent that he have the 
last statement, whatever he wants to 
do. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I ask unanimous con-
sent I have the last word on this 
amendment, at least until the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to 
object, what was the request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will restate his request. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I simply asked— 
there are 9 minutes left on the oppo-
nents’ side, 7 minutes for the pro-
ponent—unanimous consent I have the 
right to conclude. 

Mr. NICKLES. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. Who yields time? Who 
yields to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire whatever 
time he might want right now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside this amendment, re-
serving the time in its present posi-
tion, so I may call up my amendment 
and speak to it for 5 minutes and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I want the time to run on the 
amendment that is now here. We want 
to be able to vote now. 

If the Senator from New Hampshire 
wants to set this aside and offer his 
amendment for 5 minutes and have the 
time count off those who oppose the 
Schumer amendment, that is fine. But 
otherwise I object. 

Mr. GREGG. I withdraw my request. 
I don’t want to prejudice either side as 
to their time, 9 minutes and 7 minutes 
that I know is going to be consumed 
with brilliance. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the request is withdrawn. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceed to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GREGG. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The assistant legislative clerk con-

tinued the call of the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GREGG. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The assistant legislative clerk con-

tinued the call of the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. GREGG. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The assistant legislative clerk con-

tinued the call of the roll. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment by Senator SCHUMER be 
laid aside and that a vote occur in rela-
tion to the amendment at 7:45 p.m. 
with no second-degree amendment in 
order prior to the vote. I further ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be laid aside following the 5 min-
utes for Senator SCHUMER in order for 
Senator GREGG to offer an amendment 
and, following that time, the Gregg 
amendment be laid aside and Senator 
CARNAHAN be recognized to offer her 
amendment. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I think we have agreement, but in 
speaking to my friend from Oklahoma, 
it is my understanding that Senator 
SCHUMER’s 5 minutes would be at 7:40, 5 
minutes before the vote, the same 
amount of time. 

Mr. NICKLES. I would ask that both 
sides would have 5 minutes prior to the 
vote. 

Mr. REID. No problem. 
Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to 

object, may I ask: Is the Carnahan 
amendment under any kind of time 
agreement at this point? I ask the Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Under the rules, it 
would be 1 hour on each side on the 
Carnahan amendment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I didn’t mean to 
interfere. Did the Senator from Massa-
chusetts finish his reservation? 

Mr. KERRY. The question has been 
answered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, one thing 
that we want to accomplish, if Senator 
GREGG lays down his amendment, I 
hope we don’t need his consent every 
time someone wants to offer an amend-
ment. I don’t think that is the intent 
of the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, reserving the right to ob-
ject, my amendment would then be the 
pending amendment. At some time I 
would have the right to return to my 2 
hours of debate on the amendment, but 
I would not ask for consent for people 
to set it aside. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to 

object, I don’t think that is a tenable 
position for the committee to be in be-
cause any time we want to go to an-
other amendment, the Senator from 
New Hampshire would have the right 
to object. I think it is all right, if we 
can agree to an agreement that the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire could be next but not that 
it be laid aside in a manner where he 
could object to any subsequent amend-
ment that might be offered. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator would 
allow me to suggest, the way to resolve 
this would be to amend the unanimous 
consent request so that we could re-
turn to my amendment at some point 
during the furtherance of debate for a 
period of an hour equally divided, and 
then I would waive my rights that the 
Senator wishes to have waived. 

(Mr. ALLEN assumed the chair.) 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, speaking 

for someone who is not managing the 
bill, and with the consent of Senator 
BAUCUS, if the Republicans want to 
make that as one of their amendments, 
that would be fine. We have no problem 
with that. We believe the two man-
agers should be managing the bill. If 
your side agrees you should be one of 
the next amendments, we have no prob-
lem with that. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, if the Senator 
wants his amendment to be the next 
amendment under consent, that would 
be fine but not to be laid aside, which 
puts the Senator in the position to be 
able to object any time another amend-
ment might arise. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, we have no objection if the Sen-
ator wants a vote prior to the Carna-
han amendment. The Republicans have 
a right to be next. 

Mr. GREGG. I would like to get it in 
the queue, and I would like to be recog-
nized for an hour at some point, and I 
don’t have to have the preferential sta-
tus in order to accomplish that. I 
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would be willing to work out a way to 
accomplish that. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I think 
we can agree to this and have the 
agreement be that the manager of the 
bill, Senator GRASSLEY, will determine 
in which order the amendment will be 
considered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will object if 
the effect of the consent is that an ob-
jection can be raised to laying aside 
the Senator’s amendment whenever a 
subsequent amendment might be of-
fered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, might I 
suggest that the amendment be laid 
aside subject to recall by the manager 
of the bill, Senator GRASSLEY. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. NICKLES. Subject to the discre-
tion of the two managers. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Subject to the discre-
tion of the two managers. 

Mr. GREGG. We will have an oppor-
tunity to debate the amendment at 
some point? 

Mr. BAUCUS. At some point, yes. Mr. 
President, reserving the right to object 
again, the Senator well knows the 
clock is ticking. He may not have the 
time to debate his amendment if he is 
at the end when the clock has finally 
ticked down. 

Mr. GREGG. That is, quite obviously, 
my concern. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I do not 
object, with the understanding that if 
the Senator wishes to bring up his 
amendment, it is in consultation with 
the Senator from Iowa as well as my-
self. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could, I 
think it is the intention of everyone 
here that you would be one of the next 
Republican amendments in order. 

Mr. GREGG. I take that representa-
tion from the Democratic leader that I 
would be the next Republican amend-
ment in order, or one of them. Recog-
nizing his credibility on that point, I 
will accept that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request as modified? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 656 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I send up 
my amendment No. 656. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant bill clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
GREGG], for himself, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. KYL, Mr. BUNNING, and Mr. 
ALLEN, proposes an amendment numbered 
656. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide a temporary reduction 

in the maximum capital gains rate from 20 
percent to 15 percent) 
At the end of subtitle A of title VIII, add 

the following: 

SEC. ll. TEMPORARY REDUCTION IN CAPITAL 
GAINS RATE. 

(a) REDUCTION IN MAXIMUM RATE.—The fol-
lowing sections are each amended by strik-
ing ‘‘20 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘15 percent’’: 

(1) Section 1(h)(1)(C). 
(2) Section 55(b)(3)(C). 
(3) Section 1445(e)(1). 
(4) The second sentence of section 

7518(g)(6)(A). 
(5) The second sentence of section 

607(h)(6)(A) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936. 
(b) TRANSITION RULES FOR TAXABLE YEARS 

WHICH INCLUDE JUNE 1, 2001.—For purposes of 
applying section 1(h) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 in the case of a taxable year 
which includes June 1, 2001— 

(1) The amount of tax determined under 
subparagraph (B) of section 1(h)(1) of such 
Code shall be the sum of— 

(A) 10 percent of the lesser of— 
(i) the net capital gain taking into account 

only gain or loss properly taken into account 
for the portion of the taxable year on or 
after such date (determined without regard 
to collectibles gain or loss, gain described in 
section (1)(h)(6)(A)(i) of such Code, and sec-
tion 1202 gain), or 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is deter-
mined under such subparagraph (without re-
gard to this subsection), plus 

(B) 10 percent of the excess (if any) of— 
(i) the amount on which a tax is deter-

mined under such subparagraph (without re-
gard to this subsection), over 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is deter-
mined under subparagraph (A). 

(2) The amount of tax determined under 
subparagraph (C) of section (1)(h)(1) of such 
Code shall be the sum of— 

(A) 15 percent of the lesser of— 
(i) the excess (if any) of the amount of net 

capital gain determined under subparagraph 
(A)(i) of paragraph (1) of this subsection over 
the amount on which a tax is determined 
under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, or 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is deter-
mined under such subparagraph (C) (without 
regard to this subsection), plus 

(B) 20 percent of the excess (if any) of— 
(i) the amount on which a tax is deter-

mined under such subparagraph (C) (without 
regard to this subsection), over 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is deter-
mined under subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph. 

(3) For purposes of applying section 55(b)(3) 
of such Code, rules similar to the rules of 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection shall 
apply. 

(4) In applying this subsection with respect 
to any pass-thru entity, the determination of 
when gains and loss are properly taken into 
account shall be made at the entity level. 

(5) Terms used in this subsection which are 
also used in section 1(h) of such Code shall 
have the respective meanings that such 
terms have in such section. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to sales or exchanges 
made— 

(A) on or after June 1, 2001, and 
(B) in taxable years beginning before Janu-

ary 1, 2004. 
(2) WITHHOLDING.—The amendment made 

by subsection (a)(3) shall apply to amounts 
paid on or after June 1, 2001. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment on behalf of myself, 
Senators ENSIGN, ALLARD, KYL, and 
BUNNING. 

This amendment is a capital gains 
cut over a 21⁄2-year period. I think there 
has been a great deal of discussion 

about the stimulus effect of this tax 
cut and whether or not this economy, 
which is beginning to slow, is going to 
be effectively boosted by the economic 
activity that will be generated by this 
tax cut. 

Clearly, the frontloading of the $85 
billion in tax cut assistance into this 
year is going to be a very positive 
event. But a capital gains cut has been 
shown historically to be the most posi-
tive unlocker of the economic vitality 
and energy of the American economy. 
A capital gains cut frees up the capital 
of the marketplace that is being locked 
down because of people concerned 
about the cost of selling their assets— 
it frees up that capital to be reinvested 
in the marketplace and to multiply the 
economic activity of the country, and 
to create energy and therefore pros-
perity in the markets and in our coun-
try. 

This sunsets effective December 31, 
2003. The reason this is a 21⁄2-year cap-
ital gains rate cut, from 20 percent to 
15 percent, is because a 21⁄2-year rate 
cut actually generates positive income 
to the Treasury. For those 21⁄2 years, 
money will actually be flowing into the 
Treasury in a positive way. It is not a 
tax loser. It is not a revenue loser dur-
ing that period. 

In fact, historically, there is very 
strong evidence—specific evidence— 
that a capital gains cut is never a rev-
enue loser for the Treasury and, in 
fact, always generates so much more 
economic activity than it does in lost 
revenue that the additional economic 
activity has historically generated 
more tax revenues than the revenues 
that might have been lost as a result of 
the rate cut. 

So cutting the capital gains rate is a 
double winner. It will energize signifi-
cant economic activity in the market-
place. Therefore, by unlocking assets 
that have been held down because peo-
ple have been concerned about having 
to pay extraordinary taxes to free 
them up, it will allow people to then 
take those moneys and reinvest them 
into the economy, which means you 
will have more capital out there, more 
activity, more jobs, and more pros-
perity. 

Secondly, it is a winner because it 
energizes revenue into the Federal 
Treasury. Therefore, it is positive for 
us as a Government because we will 
have those revenues to be used in order 
to benefit the citizenry through other 
activity of the Government, whether it 
happens to be other tax cuts which we 
can put in place, or ideas such as the 
one the Senator from New York is try-
ing to pass at this time. 

So this concept of a capital gains cut 
makes a great deal of sense, and the 
reason we have put it under a short 
timeframe, under a sunsetted provi-
sion, is to accomplish it in a way that 
absolutely guarantees that people are 
going to take advantage of this oppor-
tunity quickly. And that will imme-
diately generate economic activity 
within the American economy. 
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So I appreciate the support of my fel-

low Senators, Senators ENSIGN, 
ALLARD, KYL, and BUNNING on this 
point. I understand we are going to be 
able to come back to this issue and de-
bate it at some length. 

At this time, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I don’t 

see any Senators who want to speak. 
We have an order that there will be a 
vote at 7:45. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator from 
Montana yield so I might add an addi-
tional cosponsor? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-

sent that Senator ALLEN be added as a 
cosponsor of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Missouri is on her way. She was 
just notified. She is in the order to 
offer the next amendment. In fairness 
and in an effort to move this along, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
during the quorum call run against her 
amendment, and I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The time 
will be so charged. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my fellow 
Senator from the State of Nevada wish-
es to speak on Senator GREGG’s time, 
so the time is not running against Sen-
ator CARNAHAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada, Mr. ENSIGN. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by Senator GREGG to cut the cap-
ital gains tax rate from 20 percent to 15 
percent. I truly believe of all of the 
economic stimulus that needs to hap-
pen through a tax cut, there is none 
more important that we can do as a 
Senate than to cut the capital gains 
tax rate from 20 percent to 15 percent 
and the lower rate from 10 percent to 8 
percent. 

If any of our colleagues had read the 
Wall Street Journal this Monday, not 
only was there an excellent op-ed by 
several authors that illustrated how 
much revenue would be produced if we 
cut the rates at which capital gains are 
taxed, but also on the front page of the 
Wall Street Journal there was an arti-

cle talking about the various States 
whose revenues are going to have seri-
ous shortfalls, including the State of 
California, simply because of the prob-
lems in the stock market. 

The State of California probably is 
going to suffer worse than any other 
State because many of the high-tech 
companies in these States are paying 
in stock options. When those stock op-
tions are exercised, their employees ac-
tually pay ordinary income taxes. 
Those income taxes also usually have a 
State income tax, as is the case in Cali-
fornia, and because the stock market 
has been depressed for the past 6 
months, and it looks like for quite a 
bit of this year, none of these stock op-
tions is worth anything, so the employ-
ees cannot exercise the stock options. 
Therefore, States such as California 
are having serious budget shortfalls. 

Not only to stimulate the economy is 
a capital gains tax rate reduction abso-
lutely necessary, but it is also impor-
tant to many of the States’ budgets, 
including the Presiding Officer’s home 
State, the State of Virginia, which has 
a similar problem. We can help State 
budgets not suffer serious shortfalls 
this year by cutting the rate on which 
capital gains are taxed. 

I truly believe it is going to be an in-
credibly important tax cut for us to 
enact. Over 10 years it only scores, as 
far as what it will cost the Federal 
Government, about $10 billion, and I 
believe, with all deference to the Joint 
Tax Committee, the bean counters over 
there who actually score these various 
provisions, historically if one looks at 
the economic activity that happens 
with a capital gains tax rate reduction, 
that $10 billion it says is going to cost 
the Treasury, it is going to actually 
produce more revenue over the next 10 
years than it costs the Treasury. 

Cutting the rate at which capital 
gains are taxed is one of the most im-
portant things in the short term and in 
the long term. It makes no sense at all 
to even have a capital gains tax, and 
the least we can do is to cut the rate. 
Most industrialized countries around 
the world do not tax capital because 
they understand this simple formula, 
and I talk to high school students 
about this all the time. In order to 
have employees, there first have to be 
employers. Most people in America un-
derstand that. I am not sure how many 
in Congress do but most of the people 
in America get that. 

In order to have employers, there 
first has to be capital. To tax the for-
mation of capital hurts the ability to 
have employers, which hurts employ-
ees, thus hurting jobs in America or 
wherever capital is taxed. That is the 
reason we should someday eliminate 
the capital gains tax, but for sure we 
should at least decrease the rate to 
incentivize people to invest. 

Investing creates jobs, and that is 
really what it is all about. If we want 
to stimulate the economy, this is the 
best thing to do. 

I yield the floor and ask other Sen-
ators to support this critical amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank 
the Senator from Nevada. 

The Senator from Nevada, Mr. REID. 
Mr. REID. Senator CARNAHAN is now 

here and ready to proceed. Mr. Presi-
dent, I say to Senator CARNAHAN, at 
7:35 p.m. the Parliamentarian will, if 
the Senator is still speaking, interrupt 
her because pursuant to the order there 
are 10 minutes prior to the 7:45 p.m. 
vote. The Senator has her hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri, Mrs. CARNAHAN. 

AMENDMENT NO. 674 
Mrs. CARNAHAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, Americans have clear-

ly expressed that they want a tax cut, 
and I favor a tax cut as do all Demo-
crats but one that benefits all Ameri-
cans. 

The focus of this tax cut debate has 
been on marginal rates, which are the 
tax rates paid on the final dollar of an 
individual or family’s income. 

One of the best provisions of the 
President’s proposal and the tax cut 
constructed by the Finance Committee 
is the creation of a new 10-percent mar-
ginal rate that covers taxable income 
up to $12,000 for couples. All income- 
tax payers receive a $600 tax cut from 
this change in the law, whether they 
make $50,000 or $500,000. 

I come to the Senate Chamber this 
evening, however, to correct a serious 
inequity in the bill before us. This bill 
contains a marginal rate cut for each 
group of income taxpayers but one: 
couples who have taxable income be-
tween $12,000 and $45,000. This omission 
is so glaring that it is worth reviewing 
precisely what this bill would do. 

Couples with taxable income between 
$45,000 and $109,000 would get a mar-
ginal tax rate cut of 3 percent. 

Couples with taxable income between 
$109,000 and $167,000 would get a mar-
ginal tax rate cut of 3 percent. 

Couples with a taxable income be-
tween $167,000 and $297,000 would get a 
marginal tax rate cut of 3 percent. 

Couples with a taxable income of 
over $297,000 would get a marginal tax 
rate cut of 3.6 percent. 

But couples with a taxable income 
between $12,000 and $45,000 would get 
absolutely no rate cut for the final dol-
lars of income earned. 

Who are these families who are sin-
gled out for virtually no tax cut in this 
bill? They have gross incomes of be-
tween $30,000 and $65,000. This is the 
heart of the American middle class. 
They are Americans who are working 
the late night shift at the factories, 
they are cops on the beat, and they are 
American moms and dads working two 
jobs to send their kids to college. They 
are family farmers waking up early to 
tend their chores. 

Mr. President, 72 million American 
taxpayers pay a 15-percent tax on their 
last dollar of income; 1.7 million Mis-
souri taxpayers fall into this category. 
This is 44 percent of all Missouri tax-
payers. These are the folks who work 
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hard, play by the rules, struggle to 
make ends meet, but then get left out 
when it is time to get relief. They do 
not have high-priced lobbyists or 
groups running television commercials 
on their behalf. Why is it that they are 
passed over to give such large tax cuts 
to couples with taxable income over 
$300,000? This is the forgotten Amer-
ican middle class. 

The amendment I propose tonight on 
behalf of Senator DASCHLE and many of 
my colleagues would correct this over-
sight by cutting the 15 percent rate to 
14 percent. This can be accomplished 
and still cut every other rate by 1 per-
cent. 

The top 1 percent of American tax-
payers would still receive substantial 
tax relief under this amendment. On 
average, our wealthiest taxpayers 
would still receive a rate cut of $9,000. 
But by adjusting the 15 percent brack-
et, we would be providing middle-class 
families $332 in tax relief in addition to 
the $600 cut from the creation of the 10- 
percent bracket. 

Mr. President, Americans expect tax 
relief, but they also expect funda-
mental fairness. My amendment would 
make this bill fairer. I commend it to 
the Senate. 

I send the amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mrs. CARNA-

HAN], for herself and Mr. DASCHLE, proposes 
an amendment numbered 674. 

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 9, strike lines 5 through 12 and in-

sert the following: 
‘‘(2) REDUCTIONS IN RATES AFTER 2001.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each rate of tax (other 

than the 10 percent rate) in the tables under 
subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) shall be 
reduced by 1 percentage point for taxable 
years beginning during a calendar year after 
the trigger year. 

‘‘(B) TRIGGER YEAR.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the trigger year is— 

‘‘(i) 2002, in the case of the 15 percent rate, 
‘‘(ii) 2003, in the case of the 28 percent rate, 
‘‘(iii) 2004, in the case of the 31 percent 

rate, 
‘‘(iv) 2005, in the case of the 36 percent rate, 

and 
‘‘(v) 2006, in the case of the 39.6 percent 

rate. 
‘‘(3) ADJUSTMENT OF TABLES.—The Sec-

retary’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
main point I make is those who say 
this bill does not give any relief to 
those in the 15-percent bracket have 
not read the bill: That is, the argument 
that the 15-percent statutory rate 
should be reduced to 14 percent; other-
wise nobody in the 15-percent bracket 
benefits. They say the taxpayers in the 
15-percent rate bracket are shorted be-

cause the statutory rate itself is not 
reduced as in this amendment from 15 
to 14 percent. This argument fails to 
take into consideration the benefits in 
this bill that are given to the 15-per-
cent taxpayers. 

Simple math will show how wrong 
they are. This 1-percent decrease in the 
15-percent rate is less than a 7-percent 
reduction of the rate itself. It is sim-
ple. Just divide 1 percent by 15 percent 
and come up with the 7-percent reduc-
tion I stated. 

In contrast, and to show there is a re-
duction in taxes for people in the 15- 
percent rate, the Joint Tax Committee 
of the Congress—remember, these are 
the professionals who are nonpartisan; 
they are advising Republicans and 
Democrats alike—say the bill before 
the Senate provides between 9 percent 
for some in the 15-percent bracket and 
33 percent of relief for the 15-percent 
bracket taxpayer. 

It happens that taxpayers in the 
lower end of the 15-percent bracket re-
ceived the greatest reduction. That 
would be 33 percent; those at the upper 
end received the 9-percent reduction. 

Of course, this relief is created by the 
various benefits in the bill targeted to-
ward taxpayers falling within the 15- 
percent rate bracket. Look at the 
choice. The amendment on the other 
side provides a 7-percent decrease. Our 
bill provides 9 percent to 33 percent of 
relief. 

This ought to seem like a very simple 
decision unless you take the position 
that we can still do more. Their 
amendment provides a mere thimbleful 
of tax relief for 15-percent taxpayers. 
Their amendment creates a smoke-
screen to try to fool these Americans 
into believing they are getting sub-
stantial tax relief. 

Under our across-the-board tax relief 
package, everyone gets substantial tax 
relief. No one is left behind. The aver-
age benefit is a 9-percent reduction in 
tax burdens. Those at the lower end in-
come levels get far more than 9 per-
cent. Senator BAUCUS has said 75 per-
cent of the benefits go to taxpayers 
making less than $75,000. These are rea-
sons why I hope Members will vote 
against this amendment. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask the time be applied equally to 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will 
address another matter while we are 

waiting for Senator SCHUMER and Sen-
ator NICKLES to speak with respect to 
the Schumer amendment. That will 
begin in about 8 minutes. I will make 
remarks about another part of this bill, 
the provisions of the bill comprising 
title XI, the pension provisions. 

First, some background. The Amer-
ican people, we all know, have many 
wonderful qualities but one of them, 
unfortunately, is not personal savings. 
People in other countries save more 
personally than do Americans. It is a 
concern many Members have. A lot of 
Members want to use the Code to en-
courage personal savings, and many 
provisions do so. During the last 20 
years, personal savings rates in our 
country have consistently declined 
from a peak of under 11 percent of 
gross domestic product in the 1970s and 
the 1980s to zero or negative today. 

Why does this matter? A low savings 
rate means people are not putting their 
own money away for retirement. Social 
Security is helpful. We have other pri-
vate savings provisions such as IRA ac-
counts which are helpful, but the third 
leg of the retirement stool is pensions. 
The more people have in pensions that 
they can rely on for retirement, the 
more it will help. That means, impor-
tantly, less dependency on Social Secu-
rity, which many Americans are too 
dependent upon. 

Sixteen percent of today’s retirees 
rely exclusively on Social Security 
benefits for their retirement income. 
Two-thirds of all retirees today rely on 
Social Security for over one-half of 
their retirement income, yet Social Se-
curity only replaces an average of 40 
percent of a worker’s income because 
the program was never designed to be a 
retiree’s sole source of support. Retir-
ees continue to rely so heavily on So-
cial Security there will still be far too 
many Americans spending their retire-
ment years one step away from pov-
erty. 

On top of that, a low savings rate 
means less capital is available for new 
investment. 

America will continue to grow more 
if we have capital available for invest-
ment. That is not only physical cap-
ital, it is human capital. Increased cap-
ital for investment is an essential ele-
ment to our international competitive-
ness. Particularly now, at a critical 
time, where economic growth is slow-
ing down a bit, something we want des-
perately to turn around, helping more 
Americans to save for their retirement 
would be a long-term economic stim-
ulus for our country. 

Mr. President, I will have further re-
marks. I understand the minority lead-
er is on the floor now and would like to 
speak on the amendment offered by the 
good Senator from Missouri. So I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader, Mr. DASCHLE. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding. Let me inquire of 
the Chair how much time remains 
under the unanimous consent agree-
ment? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri has 51 minutes re-
maining on her amendment. However, 
the amendment will be set aside at 7:35 
for the Schumer amendment. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-

ator from South Dakota, the leader, 
wishes 10 minutes or so I am sure we 
can put the vote off for however much 
time the Senator needs. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank my dear 
friend for his willingness to accommo-
date. I think others have probably 
made decisions with regard to sched-
ule. I do not want to adversely affect 
their schedules. I will accommodate 
the unanimous consent agreement and 
just take a couple of minutes now. We 
can come back to the debate following 
the vote on the Schumer amendment. 

Mr. President, I do not know if this 
chart has been used so far in the de-
bate, but this chart really says it all. 
There are 72 million middle-class tax-
payers who have been skipped over in 
this bill. Of all the problems many of 
us have with regard to this particular 
bill other than its overall size, I think 
it is this. 

There is no rate cut for those who 
fall in the income brackets of most 
Americans. I know in South Dakota 
this represents about 90 percent of the 
people in my State. From $12,000 to 
$45,000 net, $12,000 to $65,000 gross, 
there is no rate cut. There is a rate cut 
in the sense we establish a new rate, 
cut from 15 percent to 10 percent, and 
that 10 percent goes into effect. But it 
is for all of these different categories, 
the different rates that we have in our 
income tax schedule today. 

Everybody gets the value of that new 
10 percent rate. The only people who do 
not get anything beyond that are those 
who fall in this income category, 
$12,000 to $45,000. That is the largest 
single group of income taxpayers in the 
country. 

I applaud the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri for her amendment and 
thank her for offering it because I 
think she provides the fix for what is 
one of the most glaring inequities in 
the entire tax bill that is before us. 
What she simply says is, let’s give 
those who fall into this rate a tax cut 
like everybody else. Let’s reduce their 
taxes from 15 percent to 14 percent. 
And to pay for it we will accommodate 
all of the other cuts as well. But we 
will reduce all of those rates by 1 per-
cent. We will reduce the top rate by 1 
percent, we will reduce the second rate 
by 1 percent, the third and fourth rate 
by 1 percent, but everybody then gets a 
rate cut of 1 percent. 

I think it was President Bush who 
said there ought to be no winners and 
losers here. You have real losers under 
this bill as it is currently written. 

What we are trying to say is, if you 
really mean what you say about not 
having winners and losers, why in the 
world would you leave out the 15-per-
cent rate taxpayers? The Senator from 
Missouri makes an excellent point. I 

think, on a bipartisan basis, over-
whelmingly, Republicans and Demo-
crats would want to fix this Achilles’ 
heel in the bill. 

There is a lot of fixing that needs to 
be done. But if you are going to start 
at the top, at least you would want to 
say we cannot accept this. We cannot 
tell 72 million Americans they are not 
going to get a rate cut like everybody 
else. We are not going to say to 72 mil-
lion Americans, you get zero rate cut, 
but when you are up here you get a 3 or 
maybe even a 4 or 5 percent rate cut, if 
some of our colleagues have their way. 
How does that make sense? 

That is really the essence of the 
whole approach to this amendment. I 
know my time has expired. I yield the 
floor for now. 

AMENDMENT NO. 669 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. I advise 

the Senate that under the previous 
order, there are 5 minutes reserved to 
each side for final remarks on the 
Schumer amendment. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BAUCUS. I ask the Chair, under 

the consent agreement, is there any 
provision as to whether the Senator 
from New York or the Senator from 
Oklahoma go first? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
none, I say to the Senator from Mon-
tana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York, Mr. SCHUMER. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues for what was an 
excellent and spirited debate. 

This amendment is simple. Let’s reit-
erate just what it does. It allows all 
families whose incomes go up to 
$130,000 to deduct up to $12,000 of their 
tuition costs. It is revenue neutral be-
cause it takes an offset from the high-
est rate of the estate tax, which under 
the bill goes down from 55 percent to 45 
percent and instead makes it go from 
55 percent to 53 percent. 

My colleagues, I make two points 
here. First, this is desperately needed 
by middle class families. American 
families who make $40,000 or $50,000 or 
$60,000 are up late at night, talking 
about how they are going to pay for 
their kid’s college. They know college 
education is essential to their kid’s fu-
ture. Yet they do not know how they 
are going to pay for it. 

As a result of the high cost of tui-
tion, which is escalating quicker than 
any cost in America, millions of young 
American men and women do not go to 
college who could, or they go to the 
junior college instead of the 4-year col-
lege for which they are qualified. They 
downgrade. That hurts them, that 
hurts their families, and that hurts 
America. 

I haven’t heard much debate on the 
other side about this being a bad idea. 
In fact, the Senator from Oklahoma 
and the Senator from Arizona had the 
good grace to say it is a good idea. But 
they say it destroys the estate tax. 

Hogwash. All it does is this: It keeps 
the same date for the repeal of the es-

tate tax as in the bill, 2011. If the peo-
ple on the other side were so eager to 
get the estate tax taken down, they 
could have done it earlier. They did 
not. We leave that decision to them. 

All it does, very simply, is lower the 
top rate, which is paid only by estates 
of $3 million. In every one of our 
States, with perhaps the exception of 
mine and California, there is no more 
than a handful of people who are af-
fected—in mine it is a little more than 
a handful each year—and it lowers 
their rate. We are not raising any rate. 
But it doesn’t lower it as much as was 
done in the bill. 

This is an issue of choice. It is not a 
choice whether or not to repeal the es-
tate tax. Anyone who says that is mis-
stating this amendment, probably by 
design. It is, rather, a choice of who 
needs more help. The heir of an estate 
worth at least $3 million—and it has 
nothing to do with whether you can 
sell the business or not because wheth-
er you tax it at 45 percent, 53 percent, 
or 55 percent, that is such a high rate 
that you will have to sell the business 
at one rate as well as the other. But it 
says to that estate, only over $3 mil-
lion, a handful in each State, that your 
tax reduction is not going to be quite 
as great as in the proposal. 

Choice. Who do you stand with, my 
colleagues? The middle class family 
who gets very little relief on the rate, 
who has to pay $10,000 or $15,000 for 
their children’s college education or 
the estate worth more than $3 million 
in terms of getting a greater reduction 
rather than a lesser reduction? 

It is a choice. With whom are you 
standing? It is not a debate on elimi-
nating the estate tax. That is the only 
argument we heard from the other 
side—with good reason. Because when 
they debate the amendment, there is 
no good argument. 

Repeal of the estate tax is popular. It 
is done in the bill. Making college tui-
tion tax deductible is also popular. A 
portion of it is done in the bill but a 
rather small portion. This amendment 
makes college tuition deductible for 
middle-class families. 

In conclusion, I say to my colleagues 
in this Chamber, we tend to do a lot for 
the rich. They have influence, and they 
run businesses, and those are impor-
tant for America. We also do a lot for 
the poor, maybe not enough in some of 
our opinions, but we do a lot because 
they need help. 

The people we do virtually nothing 
for—or too little for—are the people 
who make $40,000, $50,000, $60,000, 
$70,000. They do not ask for much. But 
the one thing they are asking us for is 
not even a 3-percent or 4-percent reduc-
tion in their tax rate. They are asking 
us to help them put their kids through 
college. The choice is every one of ours. 
We can do that right now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Iowa. 
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Mr. GRASSLEY. I will yield myself 

such time as I consume, and the re-
mainder of the time I will yield to the 
Senator from Arizona. 

The Schumer amendment, as I said 
so many times, fractures the spirit of 
the bipartisan compromise that oc-
curred in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, which is the reason we can be 
here doing things in the tradition of 
the Finance Committee in a bipartisan 
way. 

Of course, Senator SCHUMER has no 
interest in this bipartisan agreement. 
It is curious that Senator SCHUMER 
would want to work so hard in offering 
an amendment to improve, in his mind, 
a bill he is going to end up voting 
against. 

Senator SCHUMER’s amendment guar-
antees that the Federal Government 
gets to take over 50 percent of the as-
sets a parent wants to pass on to a 
child. That does not sound like tax-
ation; that sounds like confiscation to 
me. 

Senator SCHUMER claims that his 
amendment improves the education 
components in this bill, but in fact the 
bill’s underlying education provisions 
are sound. Student loan interest deduc-
tion, prepaid tuition plans, employer- 
provided educational assistance, an in-
crease in the education IRA—these are 
all important measures that will im-
prove access to education. 

Senator SCHUMER’s amendment will 
undo a very delicate compromise upon 
which these provisions rest. It is un-
wise, it is destructive, and it also 
should be defeated. 

I yield to the Senator from Arizona. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona has 2 minutes, 50 
seconds. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 
Let me correct a couple things the 

Senator from New York said earlier. To 
be accurate, the Senator from New 
York said his rate kicked in for estates 
of $3 million. The truth is that accord-
ing to section 2001 of the IRS Code, his 
amendment would affect the estates if 
they were one penny over $2.5 million. 

The committee had testimony from a 
variety of witnesses to talk about what 
$2.5 million was. A grocer from Dun-
can, OK, talked about why the inde-
pendent grocers support the rate relief 
in our bill—because it takes over $3 
million just to put together the aver-
age-size grocery store. So when he dies, 
that estate is going to be denied relief 
because of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New York. 

There is already, as we said before, 
$33 billion in this bill. By the way, I 
was in error because I said it was $10 or 
$11 billion. There is already $33 billion 
of relief for education in the bill. This 
amendment would add an additional 
$37 billion. 

We do not need to pit one group 
against the other. In fact, the bill is 
delicately balanced because we have re-
lief for education and for those small 
businessmen and farms that would ben-
efit from the rate reduction we provide 
for in the estate tax. 

The bottom line here is, we are not 
just talking about 32 such estates or 
some number such as that. In my own 
State of Arizona, according to the In-
ternal Revenue Service statistics for 
1998, there are over 250 estates that 
would be adversely affected by this. In 
the State of New York, I counted up 
over 900. The number may be quite a 
bit higher than that. 

So we are talking about a significant 
number of estates that are over $2.5 
million that would be denied the rate 
relief because of the amendment of the 
Senator from New York. 

The bottom line is this: We tried to 
put a bill together that was fair. Most 
Americans believe that nobody should 
have to pay more than 50 percent in a 
tax rate. In fact, if you ask them, most 
of them say the highest rate anybody 
should pay is 25 percent. We tried to 
bring the estate tax—the highest rate 
of which, because of a bubble effect, is 
at about 60 percent—down to 45 per-
cent. That is at least below 50 percent. 

No, the Senator from New York says 
we can’t give that kind of relief; we are 
going to hold the rate at 53 percent. 

It is all about fairness. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against the Schumer 
amendment, to follow the advice of the 
committee, which gives relief both for 
education and for these small busi-
nesses that would get modest rate re-
lief under our bill. If we do that, then 
I think we will be fair to everybody. If 
we do not do that, we are hurting one 
group of Americans in order to try to 
help a different group of Americans. 
That is not what this bill is all about. 
That is not what we should be all 
about. 

I urge my Senate colleagues to reject 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question now is on agreeing to 
the Schumer amendment No. 669. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will please call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL) is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 43, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 114 Leg.] 

YEAS—43 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 

NAYS—55 

Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bunning Kohl

The amendment (No. 669) was re-
jected. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Senator 
DASCHLE, Senator REID, Senator NICK-
LES, the managers, and I have been 
working to try to come up with an 
agreed to process to complete action 
for tonight and complete action on this 
legislation by the close of business on 
Monday. I think we have come to an 
agreement on a very fair proposal. 

I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate resumes consideration of 
the reconciliation bill at 9:30 on Mon-
day, there be 6 hours equally divided 
for amendment debate and 2 hours 
equally divided between each leader or 
designee for general debate and closing 
remarks. I further ask consent all re-
maining first-degree amendments be 
limited to 1 hour instead of the 2 we 
had been having, and second-degree 
amendments be limited to 30 minutes. I 
further ask consent that a vote occur 
in relation to the Carnahan amend-
ment beginning at 6 p.m. on Monday, 
that no second-degree amendments be 
in order, and there be 2 minutes for ex-
planation prior to the vote. I further 
ask consent when the Senate resumes 
consideration of the bill on Monday, 
the Senate immediately resume consid-
eration of the Gregg amendment num-
bered 656. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. It is my understanding 
that amendment and the rest of the 
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amendments will have 1 hour rather 
than the regular half hour. 

Mr. LOTT. That is right, one; so 
there will be 30 minutes on each side. 
The 1 hour is equally divided. I also 
note that we will continue tonight— 
but with this agreement, the vote we 
just had would be the final vote—and 
we go to the following amendments: 
Collins for 30 minutes; Carnahan for 20 
minutes; Rockefeller for 30 minutes; 
Bayh for 30 minutes; and Harkin for 30 
minutes, if they wish to come and offer 
their amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right 
to object, Senator LANDRIEU would like 
to be added to those offering an amend-
ment tonight. 

Mr. LOTT. Senator HATCH has an 
amendment to do tonight. 

Mr. HATCH. Next, if I can, on tax 
credit. I will wait until Monday. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, is it 
the understanding of the Chair the 
amendments would be laid aside as 
they are offered, then, on Monday, and 
tonight, and that the votes happen in 
the sequence in which they were of-
fered, tonight and Monday? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe 
that is the intent; they would be laid 
aside and voted in sequence in the 
order they are offered. And Senator 
LANDRIEU is added to the list for to-
night, 30 minutes. 

Mr. DASCHLE. If the majority leader 
could repeat the list. 

Mr. LOTT. After we get this agree-
ment, we can continue tonight. The 
amendments we have arranged tonight 
are Collins, 30 minutes; Carnahan, 20 
minutes; Rockefeller for 30 minutes; 
Bayh for 30 minutes; Harkin for 30 min-
utes; Landrieu for 30 minutes; and Sen-
ator GRAHAM tonight also for 30 min-
utes after Senator LANDRIEU. 

I ask unanimous consent Senator 
HATCH be the next Republican amend-
ment on Monday after the Gregg 
amendment. So it is the Gregg amend-
ment, a Democrat amendment, and 
then Senator HATCH. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the 
right to object, I wonder if I could be 
locked in. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I was going to ask 
consent that Senator WELLSTONE fol-
low the Gregg amendment on Monday. 

Mr. LOTT. So I amend the agree-
ment, and I am sure we will get all this 
straight momentarily, that the 
Wellstone amendment comes after the 
Gregg amendment, and that is followed 
by Hatch on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, if we are listing amendments, I 
would like to be on the list for an 
amendment before we complete action 
on the bill, with 30 minutes. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask that we amend 
the request to include Senator BYRD 
and Senator DODD. 

Mr. LOTT. I certainly amend the re-
quest to that extent. Let me say to all 

of our colleagues, we are not closing up 
shop. Members will have an oppor-
tunity to offer these amendments Mon-
day at a time that hopefully will be 
convenient. Senator BYRD will be added 
to the list, I believe, after Senator 
HATCH, if that is what he is asking, but 
I don’t think Members will be excluded 
if they are not on the list now. 

Are the managers around? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. I know we will not be ex-

cluded, but I want to make sure I have 
30 minutes. 

Mr. LOTT. You have it. 
Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, I ask for 30 minutes on Monday. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if we could 

get this agreement entered into, we 
have additional time that Senators 
have, thankfully, agreed to for tonight. 

Let’s get the manager and look at 
the time and get with the Senators and 
get this order lined up. I know Senator 
BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY will 
find a way to accommodate the Sen-
ators who want to offer amendments. 
We need to have some flow in terms of 
getting amendments on this side 
among the others. If we get this agree-
ment, we will ask Senator REID and 
Senator NICKLES to work with these 
other Senators to make sure Senators 
are on the list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object, I observe to the majority leader 
the reason for the anxiety is we are 
bringing this bill to the floor under 
reconciliation. As the majority leader 
knows, reconciliation limits the 
amount of time for debate. So there are 
many people on this side of the aisle 
who have amendments and want to 
have the amendments offered and de-
bated. I think that is why hands are 
being raised requesting time. If this 
were not brought under reconciliation 
we would not have to do that. Every 
Senator would have the right to offer 
an amendment and the right to have it 
debated. I ask I be put in the lineup for 
Monday for 30 minutes. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to 
make sure we have this list lined up. I 
would like to have the managers work 
with us on this. I feel uncomfortable 
trying to arrange all the amendments. 
But a request has been made we put 
Senator DORGAN on that list for Mon-
day. I think we need to see if there is 
a Republican amendment to come after 
Senator BYRD before Senator DORGAN. 
We will continue to alternate. 

Senator DODD, we will accept him 
now and be done with it. Senator DODD 
will be on the list. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I request 30 minutes 
on Monday. 

Mr. LOTT. I believe your request was 
for tonight. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Tonight, and I also 
ask for 30 minutes on Monday. 

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to 
object, before colleagues get a second 

bite of the apple, some Members would 
like a first. I ask unanimous consent to 
be added to the order. I think it would 
be fair for colleagues who have not had 
a first bite, before others get second 
bites of the apple. 

Mr. DASCHLE. For the information 
of Democratic Senators the order Mon-
day includes Senators WELLSTONE, 
BYRD, DODD, DORGAN, and KERRY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Parliamentarian has 
Senator GRAHAM today and Monday. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, might I 
inquire, the list that was just read, are 
those 30-minute amendments? 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is correct. 
Mr. LOTT. It is 30 unless you would 

like to have less. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Could the majority 

leader clarify the order for us tonight? 
Mr. LOTT. Senators COLLINS, CARNA-

HAN, ROCKEFELLER, BAYH, HARKIN, LAN-
DRIEU, and GRAHAM if offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the order as modified? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. In light of that agree-

ment, then, as enjoyable as it was—— 
Mr. DASCHLE. Will the majority 

leader yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Senator GRAHAM was 

kind enough not to demand that he be 
put into the list on Monday. He would 
like to have the opportunity to offer 
two tonight. I assume if he is willing to 
wait, he can offer both of them back to 
back. He is the last in order. 

Mr. LOTT. I don’t see any problem 
with that. That will be fine. And I 
would like the managers to come back 
and take it from here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. In light of this agreement, 

there will be no further votes this 
evening. There will be 8 hours remain-
ing for debate on the reconciliation bill 
during Monday’s session. A series of 
votes is anticipated at 6 p.m. on Mon-
day. The last in the series will be final 
passage. Senators should make their 
plans accordingly. 

I thank all for their cooperation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the pending amend-
ment is set aside and the Senator from 
Maine is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 675 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, on be-

half of myself and Senator WARNER, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS] for 
herself and Mr. WARNER, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, 
Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REED, and 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, proposes an amendment 
numbered 675. 

Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title IV, add the following: 

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous Education 
Provisions 

SEC. 441. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Teacher 

Relief Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 442. ABOVE-THE-LINE DEDUCTION FOR 

QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT EXPENSES OF ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
TEACHERS. 

(a) DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—Part VII of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 (relating to additional 
itemized deductions for individuals), as 
amended by section 431(a), is amended by re-
designating section 223 as section 224 and by 
inserting after section 222 the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 223. QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP-

MENT EXPENSES. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the 

case of an eligible educator, there shall be 
allowed as a deduction an amount equal to 
the qualified professional development ex-
penses paid or incurred by the taxpayer dur-
ing the taxable year. 

‘‘(b) MAXIMUM DEDUCTION.—The deduction 
allowed under subsection (a) for any taxable 
year shall not exceed $500. 

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT EXPENSES OF ELIGIBLE EDUCATORS.— 
For purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
EXPENSES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified pro-
fessional development expenses’ means ex-
penses for tuition, fees, books, supplies, 
equipment, and transportation required for 
the enrollment or attendance of an indi-
vidual in a qualified course of instruction. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED COURSE OF INSTRUCTION.— 
The term ‘qualified course of instruction’ 
means a course of instruction which— 

‘‘(i) is— 
‘‘(I) directly related to the curriculum and 

academic subjects in which an eligible edu-
cator provides instruction, 

‘‘(II) designed to enhance the ability of an 
eligible educator to understand and use 
State standards for the academic subjects in 
which such educator provides instruction, 

‘‘(III) designed to provide instruction in 
how to teach children with different learning 
styles, particularly children with disabilities 
and children with special learning needs (in-
cluding children who are gifted and tal-
ented), or 

‘‘(IV) designed to provide instruction in 
how best to discipline children in the class-
room and identify early and appropriate 
interventions to help children described in 
subclause (III) to learn, 

‘‘(ii) is tied to— 
‘‘(I) challenging State or local content 

standards and student performance stand-
ards, or 

‘‘(II) strategies and programs that dem-
onstrate effectiveness in increasing student 
academic achievement and student perform-
ance, or substantially increasing the knowl-
edge and teaching skills of an eligible educa-
tor, 

‘‘(iii) is of sufficient intensity and duration 
to have a positive and lasting impact on the 
performance of an eligible educator in the 
classroom (which shall not include 1-day or 
short-term workshops and conferences), ex-
cept that this clause shall not apply to an 
activity if such activity is 1 component de-
scribed in a long-term comprehensive profes-
sional development plan established by an 
eligible educator and the educator’s super-
visor based upon an assessment of the needs 
of the educator, the students of the educator, 

and the local educational agency involved, 
and 

‘‘(iv) is part of a program of professional 
development which is approved and certified 
by the appropriate local educational agency 
as furthering the goals of the preceding 
clauses. 

‘‘(C) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The 
term ‘local educational agency’ has the 
meaning given such term by section 14101 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, as in effect on the date of the en-
actment of this section. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE EDUCATOR.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible edu-

cator’ means an individual who is a kinder-
garten through grade 12 teacher, instructor, 
counselor, principal, or aide in an elemen-
tary or secondary school for at least 900 
hours during a school year. 

‘‘(B) ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY SCHOOL.— 
The terms ‘elementary school’ and ‘sec-
ondary school’ have the meanings given such 
terms by section 14101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8801), as so in effect. 

‘‘(d) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No other deduction or 

credit shall be allowed under this chapter for 
any amount taken into account for which a 
deduction is allowed under this section. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH EXCLUSIONS.—A de-
duction shall be allowed under subsection (a) 
for qualified professional development ex-
penses only to the extent the amount of such 
expenses exceeds the amount excludable 
under section 135, 529(c)(1), or 530(d)(2) for the 
taxable year.’’. 

(b) DEDUCTION ALLOWED IN COMPUTING AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—Section 62(a), as 
amended by section 431(b), is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (18) the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(19) QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT EXPENSES.—The deduction allowed by 
section 223.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Sections 86(b)(2), 135(c)(4), 137(b)(3), and 

219(g)(3) are each amended by inserting 
‘‘223,’’ after ‘‘221,’’. 

(2) Section 221(b)(2)(C) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘223,’’ before ‘‘911’’. 

(3) Section 469(i)(3)(E) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and 221’’ and inserting ‘‘, 221, and 223’’. 

(4) The table of sections for part VII of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1, as amended by sec-
tion 431(c), is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 223 and inserting the fol-
lowing new items: 

‘‘Sec. 223. Qualified professional development 
expenses. 

‘‘Sec. 224. Cross reference.’’. 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2000. 
SEC. 442. CREDIT TO ELEMENTARY AND SEC-

ONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS WHO 
PROVIDE CLASSROOM MATERIALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to other 
credits) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 30B. CREDIT TO ELEMENTARY AND SEC-

ONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS WHO 
PROVIDE CLASSROOM MATERIALS. 

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 
an eligible educator, there shall be allowed 
as a credit against the tax imposed by this 
chapter for the taxable year an amount 
equal to 50 percent of the qualified elemen-
tary and secondary education expenses 
which are paid or incurred by the taxpayer 
during such taxable year. 

‘‘(b) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—The credit allowed 
by subsection (a) for any taxable year shall 
not exceed $250. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.— 

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE EDUCATOR.—The term ‘eligi-
ble educator’ has the same meaning given 
such term in section 223(c). 

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—The term ‘qualified 
elementary and secondary education ex-
penses’ means expenses for books, supplies 
(other than nonathletic supplies for courses 
of instruction in health or physical edu-
cation), computer equipment (including re-
lated software and services) and other equip-
ment, and supplementary materials used by 
an eligible educator in the classroom. 

‘‘(3) ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY SCHOOL.— 
The term ‘elementary or secondary school’ 
means any school which provides elementary 
education or secondary education (through 
grade 12), as determined under State law. 

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(1) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No deduc-

tion shall be allowed under this chapter for 
any expense for which credit is allowed 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION WITH OTHER CREDITS.—The 
credit allowable under subsection (a) for any 
taxable year shall not exceed the excess (if 
any) of— 

‘‘(A) the regular tax for the taxable year, 
reduced by the sum of the credits allowable 
under subpart A and the preceding sections 
of this subpart, over 

‘‘(B) the tentative minimum tax for the 
taxable year. 

‘‘(e) ELECTION TO HAVE CREDIT NOT 
APPLY.—A taxpayer may elect to have this 
section not apply for any taxable year.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart B of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 

‘‘Sec. 30B. Credit to elementary and sec-
ondary school teachers who 
provide classroom materials.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I also 
take this opportunity to ask that the 
yeas and nays be ordered on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, may I 

have order, please? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will please come to order. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 

this evening with my good friend, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Vir-
ginia, Mr. WARNER, to offer an amend-
ment providing tax relief to our Na-
tion’s teachers. We are very pleased to 
be joined by several cosponsors includ-
ing Senators COCHRAN, LANDRIEU, 
ALLEN, HARKIN, REED, GORDON SMITH, 
MIKULSKI, HUTCHINSON, and DODD. 

It would be difficult to script a more 
appropriate time for us to offer this 
important amendment. We stand now 
at the intersection of two debates, one 
on a bill to modernize and reauthorize 
the law that will define the Federal 
Government’s role over the next 7 
years in educating our Nation’s chil-
dren, the other a landmark tax relief 
bill of which we are beginning consid-
eration today. 

Our amendment joins some of the 
best elements of each. It is good both 
for tax policy and for education policy. 
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In the midst of the education and tax 
debates, we are asking our colleagues 
in the Senate now to overlook the self-
less efforts of teachers and the finan-
cial sacrifices they make to improve 
their instructional skills and the class-
rooms in which they teach. 

Senator WARNER deserves enormous 
credit for focusing the Senate’s atten-
tion, through a sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution to the education bill, on the 
need to provide tax relief for our teach-
ers. 

Our teachers serve such a critical 
role in the education and the develop-
ment of our children. This amendment, 
the amendment Senator WARNER of-
fered to the education bill, expressed 
the sense of the Senate that the Con-
gress should pass legislation providing 
teachers with tax relief in recognition 
of the many out-of-pocket, unreim-
bursed expenses they incur to improve 
the education of our children. 

The amendment we offer tonight is 
the legislation Senator WARNER’s 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution con-
templated, and which I was proud to 
cosponsor. It earlier passed by a vote of 
95–3. 

Our proposal is targeted to support 
the expenditures of teachers who strive 
for excellence beyond the constraints 
of what their schools can provide. Our 
amendment enjoys the bipartisan sup-
port of several of our colleagues, as 
well as the endorsement of the Na-
tional Education Association and the 
American Association of School Ad-
ministrators. 

Let me briefly describe the provi-
sions of our amendment. First, it 
would allow teachers, teacher’s aides, 
principals, and counselors to take an 
above-the-line tax deduction for their 
professional development expenses. 

Second, the bill would grant edu-
cators a tax credit of up to $250 for 
books, supplies, and equipment they 
purchase for their students. The tax 
credit would be established at 50 per-
cent of such expenditures, so for every 
dollar in supplies a teacher spent, the 
teacher would receive 50 cents of tax 
relief. 

According to a study by the National 
Education Association, the average 
public school teacher spends more than 
$400 annually on classroom materials. 
This sacrifice is typical of the dedica-
tion of so many of our teachers to their 
students. Oftentimes, teachers in 
Maine and throughout the country 
spend their own money, even though 
they are paid very limited salaries, be-
cause they want to improve the class-
room experience for their students. 

Recently I met with one such teach-
er, Idella Harter, the president of the 
Maine Education Association. She told 
me of the many books, supplies, re-
wards for student behavior, and other 
materials she just routinely purchases 
for her classrooms. One year, Idella 
Harter decided to save all of her re-
ceipts for these purchases. She started 
adding up the total, and she was star-
tled to discover that it exceeded $1,000. 

At that point, she decided to stop 
counting. But it is indicative of the 
kind of selfless financial sacrifice so 
many of our teachers make. 

Idella Harter is not alone. Maureen 
Marshall, who serves in my office as 
my education policy adviser, taught 
public schools for 8 years in Hawaii and 
Virginia. In her first year as a teacher, 
she spent well over $1,000 of her own 
money on educational software, books, 
pocket charts, and other materials. Yet 
because of her tax situation, she could 
not deduct these expenses from her 
taxable income. 

When we help our Nation’s teachers, 
the ultimate beneficiaries are their 
students. Other than an involved par-
ent, a well-qualified teacher is the sin-
gle most critical element to predict a 
student’s success. Educational re-
searchers have demonstrated time and 
again the close relationship between 
highly qualified teachers and success-
ful students. 

Moreover, educators themselves un-
derstand just how important profes-
sional development is to maintaining 
and extending their levels of com-
petence. When I meet with teachers 
from Maine, they repeatedly tell me of 
their need for more professional devel-
opment. Yet there is a scarcity of fi-
nancial support for this worthy pur-
suit. 

I greatly admire the many educators 
who have voluntarily reached deep into 
their pockets to pay for additional 
training and course work for them-
selves, and also to finance additional 
supplies and materials for their stu-
dents. By enacting these modest 
changes to our Tax Code, we can en-
courage educators to continue to take 
the formal course work in the subject 
matter which they teach and to avail 
themselves of other professional devel-
opment opportunities. 

The relief that our Tax Code now pro-
vides to teachers is simply not suffi-
cient. By and large, most teachers do 
not benefit from the current provisions 
that allow for limited deductibility of 
professional development and class-
room expenses. A new report by the 
American Federation of Teachers 
places the average national teacher’s 
salary at about $42,000. In Maine, the 
average yearly starting salary for a 
public school teacher is just a little 
over $23,000. Yet these teachers, out of 
their own generosity, are reaching deep 
into their pockets to improve their 
teaching. 

Now, under the current law, the prob-
lem is that teachers do not reach a suf-
ficient level to be able to deduct the 
costs of their professional development 
and classroom supplies. 

By allowing teachers to take the 
above-the-line deduction for profes-
sional development expenses and a 
credit for classroom expenses paid out 
of pocket, our amendment takes a fair, 
progressive approach that will provide 
a modicum of relief to our Nation’s 
schoolteachers. 

I should note that most of our col-
leagues have already voted for very 

similar legislation. Last year, Senator 
KYL, Senator Coverdell, and I offered a 
similar amendment to the Affordable 
Education Act, which was adopted 
unanimously. 

President Bush has eloquently stat-
ed: 

Teachers sometimes lead with their hearts 
and pay with their wallets. 

Our amendment makes it a priority 
to reimburse educators for just a small 
part of what they invest in the futures 
of our children. 

I hope our colleagues will join us in 
support of this important legislation. 
The NEA says it well: 

Teacher quality is the single most critical 
factor in maximizing student achievement. 
Ongoing professional development is essen-
tial to assure that teachers stay up to date 
on the skills and knowledge necessary to 
prepare students for the challenges of the 
21st century. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I would like to recognize the leader-

ship of the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia whom, I believe, will be speaking 
next in favor of our amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank 
the Senator from Maine. 

The senior Senator from Virginia, 
Mr. WARNER. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, there 
are moments in your Senate career you 
shall not forget, and this is one, when 
I am privileged to join with our distin-
guished junior Senator from Maine. 
She pioneered this effort. And let no 
one be mistaken about that fact. I 
think Senator JEFFORDS and Senator 
KYL and others have also been at the 
early stages of this issue, some years 
more ago. 

I joined them last year. We recog-
nized we had two bills, and the time 
came for a consensus to elect a leader. 
The unanimous choice was the junior 
Senator from Maine. I am, as we say in 
the military, one step behind her duti-
fully following. But together we have 
crafted an amendment that every Sen-
ator in his or her heart and conscience 
can accept. I am optimistic that this 
will become law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from the National Education As-
sociation. While addressed to me, it 
really is addressed to both of us. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, May 16, 2001. 

Senator JOHN WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: On behalf of the 
National Education Association’s (NEA) 2.6 
million members, we would like to express 
our support for your amendment to the Sen-
ate tax bill to provide tax benefits for edu-
cators’ professional development and class-
room supply expenses. 

As you know, teacher quality is the single 
most critical factor in maximizing student 
achievement. Ongoing professional develop-
ment is essential to ensure that teachers 
stay up-to-date on the skills and knowledge 
necessary to prepare students for the chal-
lenges of the 21st century. Your proposed tax 
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deduction for professional development ex-
penses will make a critical difference in 
helping educators access quality training. 

We are also very pleased that your amend-
ment would provide a tax credit for edu-
cators who reach into their own pockets to 
pay for necessary classroom materials, in-
cluding books, pencils, paper, and art sup-
plies. A 1996 NEA study found that the aver-
age K–12 teacher spent over $400 a year out of 
personal funds for classroom supplies. For 
teachers earning modest salaries, the pur-
chase of classroom supplies represents a con-
siderable expense for which they often must 
sacrifice other personal needs. 

We thank you for your leadership in intro-
ducing this important amendment and look 
forward to continuing to work with you to 
support our nation’s educators. 

Sincerely, 
MARY ELIZABETH TEASLEY, 

Director of Government Relations. 

Mr. WARNER. The letter, in part, 
states: 

On behalf of the National Education Asso-
ciation’s (NEA) 2.6 million [teachers], we 
would like to express our support for your 
amendment to the Senate tax bill to provide 
tax benefits for educators’ professional de-
velopment and classroom supply expenses. 

Our great President sent to the Con-
gress the message—which is the title of 
his education reform blueprint—‘‘No 
Child is Left Behind.’’ We cannot hope 
to achieve the goals in this guide, and 
the goals across our Nation, which 
every town, village, and city wish to 
have to improve education, leaving no 
child behind, if we leave our teachers 
behind. We will not leave any child be-
hind if we do not leave teachers behind. 
That is the point. You cannot have one 
without the other. They go hand in 
hand. 

I stopped to think how hard we work 
on our individual careers. Yes, we work 
on our careers. But teachers work to 
create—to create—the possibilities for 
others, the younger generation, to de-
velop those careers. 

My colleague from Maine has, in 
great detail, gone into the various 
parts of this bill, our President, on 
page 13 of his education reform blue-
print, has a provision which says as fol-
lows: 

. . . provides tax deductions for teachers. 
Teachers will be able to make tax deductions 
of up to $400 to help defray the costs associ-
ated with out-of-pocket classroom expenses 
such as books, school supplies, professional 
enrichment programs, and other training. 

We accepted that challenge of our 
President in this bill. We not only ac-
cepted it; we listened carefully to the 
teachers association, and we have en-
hanced it in a modest way. We have en-
hanced the goals set out by our Presi-
dent and the same goals that are really 
in the hearts and minds of our people 
all across America today. 

So I am honored to join with my dis-
tinguished colleague. 

Mr. President, just last week, on May 
8, 2001, the Senate overwhelmingly 
adopted amendment that I offered with 
Senator COLLINS to the education bill. 
This amendment, which passed by a 
vote of 95–3, stated: 

the Senate should pass legislation pro-
viding elementary and secondary level edu-

cators with additional tax relief in recogni-
tion of the many out of pocket, unreim-
bursed expenses educators incur to improve 
the education of our Nation’s student. 

I note that both the chairman and 
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee supported this sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment. 

Senator COLLINS and I have pursued 
the goal of providing much needed tax 
relief for our teachers for sometime. 
However, despite sharing the same 
goal, in the past, we each have had our 
own bill and each had our own ap-
proach towards achieving this shared 
goal. 

Senator COLLINS has truly been a 
leader on the issue of tax relief for 
teachers. I commend her for her work 
in highlighting this issue and for her 
tireless efforts to improve education in 
this country. 

I am so glad that Senator COLLINS 
and I had the opportunity to sit down 
and discuss teacher tax relief legisla-
tion in greater detail. As a result of 
these discussions, we have joined forces 
and agreed on an approach to achieve 
our shared goal. 

Today, I am honored to be joining 
with Senator COLLINS in offering the 
teacher tax relief amendment to the 
tax bill currently before the Senate. 

This Collins-Warner amendment is 
cosponsored by a bipartisan group of 
Senators, including Senators LAN-
DRIEU, COCHRAN, ALLEN, HARKIN, GOR-
DON SMITH, MIKULSKI, REED and HUTCH-
INSON of Arkansas. The National Edu-
cation Association has also endorsed 
this amendment. 

The Collins-Warner teacher tax relief 
amendment has two components. 

First, the legislation provides a max-
imum $250 tax credit to teachers for 
classroom supplies. This credit recog-
nizes that our teachers dip into their 
own pocket in significant amounts to 
bring supplies into the classroom to 
better the education of our children. 

Second, this legislation provides a 
maximum $500 above the line deduction 
for professional development costs that 
teachers incur. This deduction will par-
ticularly help low-income school dis-
tricts that typically do not have the fi-
nances to pay for professional develop-
ment costs for their teachers. 

Mr. President, our teachers in this 
country are overworked, underpaid, 
and all too often under-appreciated. 

In addition to these factors, our 
teachers expend significant money out 
of their own pocket to better the edu-
cation of our children. Most typically, 
our teachers are spending significant 
amounts of money out of their own 
pocket on: classroom expenses—such as 
books, supplies, pens, paper, and com-
puter equipment; and professional de-
velopment costs—such as tuition, fees, 
books, and supplies associated with 
courses that help our teachers become 
even better instructors. 

These out of pocket costs place last-
ing financial burdens on our teachers. 
This is one reason our teachers are 
leaving the profession. Little wonder 

that our country is in the midst of a 
teacher shortage. 

Estimate are that 2.4 million new 
teachers will be needed by 2009 because 
of teacher attrition, teacher retire-
ment and increased student enroll-
ment. 

While the primary responsibility 
rests with the states, I believe the fed-
eral government can and should play a 
role in helping to alleviate the nation’s 
teaching shortage. 

On a Federal level, we can encourage 
individuals to enter the teaching pro-
fession and remain in the profession by 
providing tax relief to teachers for the 
costs that they incur as part of the pro-
fession. This incentive will help finan-
cially strapped urban and rural school 
systems as they recruit new teachers 
and struggle to keep those teachers 
that are currently in the system. 

Our teachers have made a personal 
commitment to educate the next gen-
eration and to strengthen America. 
While many people spend their lives 
building careers, our teachers spend 
their careers building lives. 

The teacher tax relief amendment 
goes a long way towards providing our 
teachers with the recognition they de-
serve by providing teachers with im-
portant and much needed tax relief. 

At this point in time, I think I 
should yield the floor for purposes of 
such other remarks as other Senators 
may wish to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the Senator from Virginia for 
his usual eloquent and gracious re-
marks. He is a terrific Senator with 
whom to work. The people of Virginia 
are very fortunate to have him rep-
resenting them. He has also been an ex-
tremely strong advocate for education 
his entire time in the Senate. It has 
been a pleasure to work with him. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, JACK REED, another very strong 
advocate for education, be added as a 
cosponsor of our amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague for her very 
thoughtful remarks. She is a pillar 
today in this Senate, and she will al-
ways be a pillar of strength and wis-
dom in this institution. 

Now, Mr. President, we will be anx-
ious to hear from the managers of the 
bill. 

I note, again, that both managers 
voted for the Warner-Collins sense-of- 
the-Senate amendment on the edu-
cation bill endorsing this concept. I 
will quote again the amendment for 
the benefit of the managers. The 
amendment was adopted on May 8, 
2001. The amendment passed by a vote 
of 95–3. And I quote it: 

The Senate should pass legislation pro-
viding elementary and secondary level edu-
cators with additional tax relief in recogni-
tion of the many out of pocket, unreim-
bursed expenses educators incur to improve 
the education of our Nation’s students. 
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Mr. President, it is remarkable, as I 

travel about our State, the great State 
of Virginia; you cannot go to a school, 
and particularly the elementary 
schools, without hearing of teachers, 
although they will not tell you, who 
reach into their own pockets and take 
out their funds—after paying taxes— 
and quietly buy, here or there, various 
necessities which they, in their judg-
ment, believe are necessary to enable 
them and their students to learn. I 
wish to emphasize, it is voluntary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise, with great trepi-
dation, the time of the senior Senator 
from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. I appreciate my junior 
colleague, the Presiding Officer, advis-
ing me, but if I could have 15 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Without hesitation, if 
you asked the question, they will then 
say: Yes, but I do it voluntarily out of 
the goodness of my heart. And they 
will say: Look at the walls, Senator. 
Look at the drawers. Look at the 
desks. And they can point to object 
after object they have purchased with 
their own funds—after taxes. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield very quickly for a unani-
mous consent request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Connecticut, Mr. DODD, also be 
added as a cosponsor of our amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is 

with great reluctance that I feel con-
strained to say a few words, urging my 
colleagues, as meritorious as this is 
and as wonderful as the Senator from 
Maine is in representing her State, 
that this is just regrettably not good 
policy. 

I appreciate the remarks of my good 
friend from Virginia pointing out the 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. I think 
Senators tend to vote for sense-of-the- 
Senate resolutions because that is our 
sense, that it would be a good idea. But 
when, as the Senator well knows, we 
have to decide what is within the pa-
rameters of how much we can spend 
and when it comes down to crafting 
something that is particular and spe-
cific, that is where the rubber meets 
the road and we have to decide whether 
the specific idea is really good tax pol-
icy or not. 

There is a lot of money here for edu-
cation generally. It is about $35 billion, 
for higher ed and elementary and sec-
ondary ed. I am not going to list it all. 
I know that it doesn’t directly help 
teachers. 

Teachers, I might say, in my State 
are probably some of the lowest paid 
teachers in the Nation. I might add to 
my good friend from Maine, I am afraid 

that some teachers are going to leave 
Montana to seek a better salary in 
other States. We are in a tough spot. If 
I didn’t have the responsibility of man-
aging this bill, I could very well sup-
port this. But I feel a responsibility to 
say a few words about it. 

First, it singles out for credit one 
group and one group only. If we start 
going down this road, then we are 
going to offer credits for expenses for 
every meritorious public service pro-
fession that exists. I know many teach-
ers dig into their pockets to help their 
students. It is just awful, the things 
they have to go through to help their 
students. We don’t begin to pay our 
teachers nearly enough, in my judg-
ment. Given all that, I just don’t know 
if it is wise to single out teachers as 
opposed to other professions. 

Second, the responsibility for teach-
ers’ salaries really is the school dis-
tricts in the States. We are helping 
school districts tremendously in many 
ways by giving more IDEA money, 
more ESEA money, title I money, and 
all of these different categories that 
allow school districts to then spend 
more money in salaries for teachers. 
Districts will have a lot more money in 
total, so in addition to what they raise 
with property taxes, these programs 
will provide a lot of relief to the school 
districts. 

Third, this provision adds more com-
plexity to the code. If there is anything 
we hear, it is that people want sim-
plicity. They don’t want more com-
plexity. I know that doesn’t sell very 
well when you are standing in front of 
schoolteachers or the NEA. We want to 
give a lot more to our teachers. Believe 
me, I am one of the strongest advo-
cates in the State of Montana to give 
more money to our teachers. 

We should not be helping school dis-
tricts in this way with responsibilities 
that are theirs when we have a better 
way, by giving more dollars to the 
other programs that I mentioned: 
IDEA, ESEA, and title I, et cetera. I 
wish we could support this, but as 
much as we would like to help, this is 
not a good policy to adopt. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. WARNER. I have served for 

many years with the distinguished 
Senator from Montana on the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee and 
other avenues in the Senate. I know 
him well and the strength of his voice. 
But as he addressed the Senate to-
night, I see pain in his heart. 

When he said there is no policy, I 
refer the Senator—of course, I realize 
he doesn’t know every provision in the 
Federal Tax Code; this is awesome; I 
wish we had some provisions in here to 
simplify this—to page 47, section 62. 
The subsection is (a), which covers ad-
justed gross income defined, and I read 
(b), certain expenses of performing art-
ists. The deductions allowed by section 
162, which consist of expenses paid or 
incurred by qualified performing art-

ists in connection with the perform-
ances by him—and I presume ‘‘her’’ al-
though it is not written—of services in 
the performing arts as an employee. 

There it is. There is tax policy. My 
distinguished colleague said there is no 
policy. Here is the policy, given to art-
ists. Somehow, having some modest fa-
miliarity with performing artists, I 
take note that their salaries are some-
what larger than those who are down 
at the very foundation of our Nation, 
educating our young people. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I was going to ask the 
Senator a question. He asked me a 
question. 

Mr. WARNER. I think I have an-
swered it, but you may go right ahead, 
sir. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I would like to answer 
that question. I didn’t say that there is 
no policy. Those were not the words I 
used. I did say, though, that I don’t 
think we should start going down this 
road, which basically implies that, 
whether the provision you mentioned 
is meritorious or not, I don’t know if it 
is wise to keep going down that road. 

I want to share a line that kind of 
struck me about this whole subject. 
When my wife and I got married about 
18 years ago, we went on a honeymoon. 
On the honeymoon, we stopped off on 
the first night at a bed and breakfast. 
The next morning we were sitting down 
and having breakfast, and the lady who 
ran the bed and breakfast was serving 
breakfast. She knew, for some reason, I 
was in the Senate. I did not broadcast 
that. I did not, frankly, want her to 
know that. I was on a honeymoon with 
my bride. And this lady walked up to 
me right away after she served us part 
of the breakfast and she started insist-
ing that the red dress she was wearing 
should be tax deductible because it 
wasn’t fair. 

Here I am on my honeymoon, and I 
couldn’t get away from it. I thought, 
first of all, it is in poor taste to be ask-
ing for that, but, second, it is clear 
that some people, with the jobs they 
have, need legitimate expense deduc-
tions for the expenses they have. She is 
not entitled, this lady, to a deduction 
for the dress she wears. 

We have to draw lines. We have to 
make choices. I think this is not a road 
we want to continue going down. We do 
not want to further complicate the 
code with even more complexities. 

The Senator is right, it is with a 
heavy heart that I must stand up and 
say I don’t think this is good tax pol-
icy. Even with a heavy heart, I think 
this is not the wise way to go. There 
are better ways to accomplish the ob-
jective the Senator is so correctly 
seeking. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague 
for his very courteous reply. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, is there 
any time remaining? 

Mr. BAUCUS. How much time do we 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position has 6 minutes 18 seconds. 
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Mr. BAUCUS. I yield whatever time 

the Senator needs. 
Mr. DODD. I thank the distinguished 

ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee. I commend our colleague from 
Maine. I know my friend from Montana 
will appreciate these remarks. I also 
thank my friend from Virginia who, 
once again, has enlightened us with a 
little history on the importance of a 
provision such as this. 

From a personal standpoint, we all 
have personal stories. My older sister 
Carol is a teacher, has been for 35 
years. She has taught over the last 15 
years or so in the public schools of 
Connecticut. I was telling my friend 
from Maine, the author of the amend-
ment, who is so committed to edu-
cation, almost on a yearly basis I go 
with my sister to literally buy from 
Home Depot and other places the 
planks to make the little bookcases in 
her classroom, literally buy pencils, 
paper, and other items. 

I say this coming from the most af-
fluent State in the country on a per 
capita income basis. She teaches in the 
city of Hartford which has had serious 
problems. They do not have the re-
sources, and she goes and buys them 
out of her own pocket each year. 

This is not some abstract idea. I have 
literally gone with her to do this. I was 
shocked when I first discovered it. I 
couldn’t believe she was actually doing 
it. I thought there must be some pool 
of resources that would allow for the 
accommodation of things such as pen-
cils and boards and toilet paper, lit-
erally, for classrooms in a public 
school in the United States of America. 
I was stunned to discover she literally 
dipped into her own pocket each year 
to buy the supplies. 

Mr. BAUCUS. May I reclaim some of 
my time? 

Mr. DODD. This is a modest amend-
ment. We can’t do enough with the 
ESEA bill. I wish we could to make up 
the difference. This small little piece, 
when we so value education and those 
who commit themselves to this, to say 
there is a small line here for $250, that 
we are going to provide some relief to 
you for doing what you are doing, for 
those reasons I am a cosponsor and ap-
plaud my friend from Maine and my 
friend from Virginia for their elo-
quence and their support of this mod-
est proposal. 

(Mr. ENZI assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I have 

such reactions when I hear my friends 
from Connecticut speak. There is no 
greater champion for kids than the 
Senator. I am surprised he doesn’t have 
a kids tie on because often he does 
wear one. 

A couple points. Connecticut is one 
of the highest per capita income States 
in America. My response is, let them 
try to pay teachers a little bit more. 

Mr. DODD. No argument there. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I am sure teachers 

agree with that. Another point, Mr. 
President, is that teachers can, today, 
deduct unreimbursed expenses. It is in 

the law today. Just as any employee, 
they can deduct unreimbursed ex-
penses. They can deduct them. If it 
were your sister buying supplies, she 
can deduct all that. It is already de-
ductible today, as my good friend from 
Virginia mentioned, as professional ex-
penses. We are not talking about an-
other deduction but adding a credit. It 
is something in addition to what teach-
ers can already do. They can deduct 
their professional expenses today, buy-
ing paper, and so forth. It is true they 
don’t have the world’s highest tax 
bracket, so the value of the deduction 
isn’t as much as it otherwise might be, 
but it helps a lot. 

I think we should keep the policy of 
deducting unreimbursed expenses, but 
let’s not, on top of that, add a credit. I 
think we should just hold the line. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we may have a minute and a 
half so our colleague from Maine can 
wrap up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I want 

to respond to the legitimate point the 
Senator from Montana has raised. It is 
true teachers can deduct unreimbursed 
expenses—theoretically. 

The problem is, most teachers don’t 
make enough money to itemize. So 
most of them do not get the benefit of 
the itemized deduction that would 
allow them to write off unreimbursed 
expenses. 

In addition, even those who itemize 
have to reach a 2-percent floor of their 
income in order to claim the deduc-
tion. So for the vast majority of our 
Nation’s teachers, these are unreim-
bursed expenses for which there is no 
tax deduction at all. 

We have to remember that we are 
talking about teachers who are not 
well paid. I agree with the Senator 
from Montana that we should pay our 
teachers better. But we in the Senate 
can take a modest step by adopting 
this proposal to help our teachers who 
reach deep into their pockets to pay for 
classroom supplies and paper materials 
and pay for course work. Can’t we take 
the small step to say thank you for 
their investment in our Nation’s chil-
dren? I think we can, Mr. President. I 
hope the Senate will adopt this amend-
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we 
yield on that. I commend my distin-
guished colleague from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana has 2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Missouri is to be recognized. 

The Chair recognizes the Democratic 
leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 674 
Mr. DASCHLE. On behalf of the Sen-

ator from Missouri, I will not take the 
full amount of time because I know the 

Senator from West Virginia wants to 
offer his amendment. We didn’t have as 
much of an opportunity as I had hoped 
earlier to talk about the Carnahan 
amendment. Let me again compliment 
the Senator from Missouri for her ef-
fort in calling attention to one of the 
major concerns we have with the pend-
ing legislation. 

The pending legislation, of course, 
purports to provide tax relief to all 
Americans. But there is a glaring ex-
ception to the equity with which they 
attempt to provide that tax relief. 
That exception refers to the fact of all 
the different tax rates and the reduc-
tions within those rates. 

The one that is entirely left out is 
that 15-percent rate affecting 72 mil-
lion taxpayers. The largest percentage 
of income-tax payers in the country 
pay at the 15-percent rate—72 million 
taxpayers pay the remaining 15-percent 
rate. Yet this bill completely skips 
over any rate reduction for those who 
fall in that category. There is a 3-per-
cent rate reduction for those at the 
very top. There are rate reductions for 
those at every other level. But the rate 
reduction for those who fall in the re-
maining 15-percent class has been 
omitted. 

Now, what the bill does do, of course, 
is to provide a new rate of 10 percent 
for that income below $12,000. But ev-
erybody is entitled, across the board, 
to the benefits of that new rate of 10 
percent, and so those income levels, at 
$109,000, $166,000, and $297,000 all benefit 
from the 10-percent rate cut, as does 
the 15 percent. But over and above 
that, those income levels beyond the 
15-percent rate cut, beyond $65,000 
gross, or $45,000 net, they all get sub-
stantial additional reductions in their 
rates. 

But this bill leaves out the 72 million 
taxpayers who pay at the 15-percent 
rate. 

Senator CARNAHAN’s amendment says 
we think everybody ought to have a 
rate cut. So Senator CARNAHAN would 
reduce the 15-percent rate to 14 per-
cent. It would provide for a rate cut, 
then, in every classification of income- 
tax payer. The way she pays for it is 
simply to provide for a 1-percent rate 
cut in all the other classifications. So 
those making incomes at levels above 
$297,000 would get a 1-percent rate cut; 
those making incomes at $166,000 would 
get a rate cut of 1 percent; those mak-
ing incomes of $109,000 would get a rate 
cut of 1 percent; and those making in-
comes of $45,000 would get a rate cut as 
well. 

I can recall hearing vividly the Presi-
dent say there should not be winners 
and losers as we cut taxes, that every-
body ought to get a tax cut. Well, if he 
holds that philosophy, it would be hard 
for him to support this bill because 
this bill does create winners and losers. 
If you fall in that 15-percent rate cut— 
if you are one of those 72 million tax-
payers who fit into that income level 
between $12,000 and $45,000 net, you 
don’t get a rate cut. They don’t want 
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you to know that, apparently, because 
there hasn’t been much discussion 
about it. But that rate was omitted. I 
don’t know why it was omitted. I can’t 
understand how anybody could argue 
that it should be omitted. But it was 
omitted. So you are left out; you have 
no opportunity to benefit. 

So I am really hopeful, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we can solve that problem. 
The only way I know to solve the prob-
lem is to address the issue as Senator 
CARNAHAN would address it—providing 
that the rate cut go from 15 percent to 
14 percent. One half of all South Dako-
tans fit into this category. I would 
guess that between 40–50 percent of just 
about all of our constituents fall into 
this category. We know that 72 million 
taxpayers fall into this category. It is 
so critical, it seems to me, in the inter-
est of fairness. It is critical in the in-
terest of attempting to provide the 
help to those middle-class working 
families who probably need it as much 
as anybody in the upper income scales 
to provide them some relief as well. 
That is what this amendment does. 
Let’s give them that benefit of the new 
10-percent bracket like all other rates 
are provided, but let’s do what we are 
doing for all other rates as well, by 
providing them with at least some re-
duction. One percent may not be much 
to some, but 1 percent is a whole lot 
better than absolutely nothing, which 
is what they get in this bill. That is 
what the amendment does. 

In the interest of time, I will yield 
the floor. I just hope people will take 
this into account, and, at the appro-
priate time on Monday, support the 
Carnahan amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from West Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 679 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment that I send to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
JOHNSON, MR. KERRY, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. DAY-
TON, and Ms. STABENOW, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 679. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To delay the reduction of the top 

income tax rate for individuals until a real 
Medicare prescription drug benefit is en-
acted) 
On page 9, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(4) DELAY OF TOP RATE REDUCTION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (2), with respect to a calendar year, no 
percentage described in that paragraph shall 

be substituted for 39.6 percent until the re-
quirement of subparagraph (B) is met. 

‘‘(B) MEDICARE OUTPATIENT PRESCRIPTION 
DRUG BENEFIT ENACTED.—Legislation is en-
acted that adds an outpatient prescription 
drug benefit to the medicare program estab-
lished under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act, without using funds generated from 
any surpluses in any trust fund established 
under the Social Security Act, that is— 

‘‘(i) voluntary, 
‘‘(ii) accessible to all medicare bene-

ficiaries, 
‘‘(iii) designed to assist medicare bene-

ficiaries with the high cost of prescription 
drugs, protect them from excessive out of 
pocket costs, and give them bargaining 
power in the marketplace, 

‘‘(iv) affordable to all medicare bene-
ficiaries and the medicare program, 

‘‘(v) administered using private sector en-
tities and competitive purchasing tech-
niques, and 

‘‘(vi) consistent with broader reform of the 
medicare program.’’. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
this is an amendment regarding Medi-
care prescription drug benefits. Sen-
ators GRAHAM of Florida, WELLSTONE, 
KENNEDY, HARKIN, JOHNSON, KERRY, 
CLINTON, DAYTON, and STABENOW are 
all listed as cosponsors, and I am sure 
there will be more. 

The amendment is an extraordinarily 
serious amendment. It was the amend-
ment in the Finance Committee which 
got the second most votes of any of the 
amendments we did, and which I think 
should have passed. 

This amendment takes the top rate 
reduction of our income tax as pro-
posed under the compromise bill and 
makes it contingent upon the passage 
of a prescription drug bill, a prescrip-
tion drug benefit that would, in fact, be 
voluntary, accessible, affordable. This 
amendment, therefore, is in the most 
immediate terms about priorities. It is 
a classic choice that Senators are 
going to have to make that will say a 
lot to the American people. 

It is clearly saying the Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that every single 
political person on this Hill and those 
at the other end of the avenue who 
promised to the American people is 
just as important as a tax reduction for 
the wealthiest of our people. 

This amendment does not preclude 
the tax cut—I wish that to be clear— 
but, rather, shifts the debate back to 
the promise we have made and about 
which we have been very firm and 
talked about endlessly at hearings and 
years of fora. 

The amendment basically says the 
reduction in the top tax rate will not 
go into effect until and unless an acces-
sible, comprehensive, universal pre-
scription drug benefit is enacted. A 
vote for this amendment is not a vote 
against the tax cut. It is a vote in favor 
of the prescription drug amendment. 
The doing of the one does not preclude 
the doing of the other. It is just that 
you have to do the prescription drug 
benefit to get to the top rate. 

A vote in support of this amendment 
says you believe it is just as important 
that all Medicare beneficiaries who suf-
fer all over this country in various 

ways and various forms against the 
devastating and ever-growing cost of 
prescription drugs, some of whom have 
to make terrible choices in their lives 
about this, that their plight is as im-
portant as those who are the wealthi-
est among us getting their top tax rate 
reduction. 

A vote in support of this amendment 
says you believe the drug benefits 
should take precedence over a tax cut. 
It does not say you cannot have a tax 
cut; it just says it should take prece-
dence over a tax cut with a prescrip-
tion drug benefit and you do not think 
seniors should be forced to make the 
choices they do now. 

We have made some progress. The 
budget resolution, thanks to the lead-
ership of the Senator from the State of 
Iowa, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, explicitly rejects President 
Bush’s prescription drug benefit as 
being insufficient and accepts the prin-
ciple that a prescription drug benefit 
should be available to all beneficiaries 
universally—not national in that 
sense, not nationalize, not socialize, 
just universal; everybody. 

It says that 39 million Americans 
who are Medicare beneficiaries and 
those who are disabled should have this 
benefit. It is a proposal that provides a 
premium subsidy to all Medicare bene-
ficiaries, a proposal that ensures true 
catastrophic coverage against drug 
costs, a proposal that incorporates a 
new benefit into the Medicare Pro-
gram. So it is just as reliable as all of 
the other benefits in the Medicare Pro-
gram, a proposal that does not com-
pletely rely on private insurance be-
cause private insurance has failed 
Medicare beneficiaries in terms of de-
livering that benefit. 

I will close with this because there is 
little time and others want to speak. 
One group, which is bipartisan, says: 

We agree with you we cannot enact a tax 
break for the wealthiest Americans. We 
should be sure our vulnerable citizens re-
ceive the lifesaving drugs they must have. 

This is an absolutely classic choice 
that Americans need to make about 
prescription drugs. We are doing it on 
their behalf in this amendment. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this amendment, and I hope there are 
other colleagues in the Chamber at this 
time who will speak for this amend-
ment. 

I yield to the Senator from Florida. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 674 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 5 minutes to speak in opposi-
tion to the Carnahan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we 
heard the minority leader say there are 
72 million people who do not get any-
thing out of the bill; they do not get a 
rate reduction because we do not re-
duce the 15-percent bracket. 
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There are different ways of cutting 

taxes. The way we have done it is to 
put in a significant percentage of in-
come. People were saying 15 percent. 
We said we are going to tax that at 10 
percent. The net result is we cut 
everybody’s individual taxes. If they 
make up to $12,000 as an individual, 
they get a tax cut of $300. If it is a cou-
ple, they get a tax cut of $600. That 
boils down to an across-the-board cut, 
if you want to look at that, for people 
who are in the 10-percent bracket; if 
they are married, it is a 10-percent tax 
cut. 

You can do that one of two ways. You 
could say let’s reduce the 15-percent 
bracket to 13.5 percent. I have sug-
gested that. It might make that sim-
pler policy. That way we can say we re-
duced every bracket a similar amount. 
But the other brackets we reduced by 1 
point. I suggested 1.5 points. In other 
words, reduce the 15-percent bracket 10 
percent so we can say we reduced every 
bracket by the same amount. I will be 
happy to reduce upper brackets by 10 
percent. We do not do that, certainly 
not retroactively. 

For people to assume we are not 
helping the lower or middle income is 
not factually correct. The rate reduc-
tion we have in the bill reported out of 
the Finance Committee exceeds 1 per-
cent. It exceeds what we have done in 
every other bracket. It exceeds it for a 
couple reasons. One, it is retroactive to 
January 1 of this year. All other rates 
have to wait until January 1 of next 
year and get a 1-point reduction. 

On the least income rate, we give 
them a 33-percent reduction on their 
first taxable income of $12,000. That is 
a $600 savings, and that is over a 1-per-
cent reduction for everybody who is in 
the 15-percent bracket going all the 
way up to $44,000, $45,000 for a joint 
couple. 

My point is there are different ways 
of doing it. For people to demagog and 
say they do not get a rate reduction, 
well, they get a bigger tax cut by the 
way we have done it. 

If you want to change the way we 
have done it and say for the 15-percent 
bracket we reduce it to 14 or 13.5, we 
could easily do that. It ignores that we 
give a $500 tax credit per child, which 
benefits that income category substan-
tially, and ignores the fact the income 
tax credit is refundable over my rec-
ommendation. 

There is a lot of tax policy direction. 
I believe about $450 billion of the entire 
rate reduction, which is only $850-some 
billion, is directed on this 10-percent 
bracket, on the lowest income. For 
people to make this allegation that 72 
million people are ignored is hogwash. 
That is not correct. We could redo it by 
rate reduction, we could redo it in any 
number of different ways, but this 
group gets the biggest percentage of re-
duction of anybody in this tax bill. 
Upper income people, anybody else at a 
28-percent rate, 31-percent rate, 33-per-
cent rate, 36-percent rate, 39-percent 
rate, get a 1 point reduction for 4 

years. We are giving a great percent or 
point reduction for low income retro-
active to January 1 of this year. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
the Carnahan amendment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I obviously was mis-

taken. I did not realize the people at 
the higher income brackets did not 
also get the benefit of the $600 reduc-
tion which comes by inserting the 10- 
percent bracket at the commencement 
of the tax table. 

Mr. NICKLES. I never said they 
didn’t. 

Mr. GRAHAM. People in the 39.6-per-
cent bracket, do they get the same tax 
reduction as the people in the 10-per-
cent bracket in dollar terms? 

Mr. NICKLES. To answer my col-
league’s question, yes, the $600 applies 
to all taxpayers. The percent reduction 
did not happen for upper income tax-
payers. The fact is they only get 1 
point reduction in taxes in the first 4 
years of this bill, and that is January 1 
of next year. Percentagewise, lowest 
income people get a 33-percent reduc-
tion retroactive back to this year. 

My point is you can do taxes dif-
ferent ways. Maybe a better way is to 
take the 15-percent rate and make it 14 
percent, not to do it in addition to the 
10-percent rate. 

So if colleagues want to change the 
policy we have, not do the 10-percent 
rate, and move the 15-percent rate to a 
14-percent rate, if they like that, I am 
happy, but they do not get as signifi-
cant a reduction as provided in the bill 
before the Senate. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. There are only 20 min-
utes on the amendment. We have 10, 
and I know I have used 8, so I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GRAHAM. At the appropriate 
time, I will ask a question about what 
is the logic behind giving a 1-percent 
cut to the people at the 39.6-percent 
bracket but not any cut at all to the 
people in the 15-percent bracket, but I 
cannot at this time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 679 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I yield 4 min-

utes to the Senator from the State of 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. There are a lot of 
ways in which we can determine what 
our real priorities are. One of those is 
not what we say. I imagine virtually 
every Member of this Senate at some 
point has said they favor a comprehen-
sive prescription drug benefit for older 
Americans. 

What really counts is not what we 
say because we can say all things to all 
people. What really counts is things 
such as how do we spend our money— 
that is a true indicator of one’s prior-
ities—or how do we spend our time— 
that is a true indicator of one’s pri-
ority—or what things we do first. 

We had a period when we lived by the 
slogan ‘‘Social Security first.’’ We were 
supposed to fix Social Security to deal 
with that big wave of baby boomers as 
our first priority. We obviously didn’t 
accept that because we didn’t deal with 
that, and we are not dealing with it to-
night. 

What we are saying is our first pri-
ority is to cut the tax rates for the 
wealthiest among us. The people who 
earn the largest amount of income in 
our society are about to get somewhere 
in the nature of 30 percent of this $1.35 
trillion tax cut. 

We are saying with this amendment 
there is another thing that needs to be 
first. That is to be faithful to our com-
mitment to provide a prescription 
medication benefit to our older Ameri-
cans. This is the opportunity to express 
the sincerity of that commitment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. We have been talking 
about it for years and years and years. 
Mr. President, 2001 is the time to de-
liver a prescription drug benefit for 
older Americans. 

We have learned a number of things 
during the years we have debated this 
issue. We know prescription drugs are 
often the best, sometimes the only, 
way to treat many of the diseases faced 
by the elderly. To deny these drugs is 
essentially to sign a death warrant. 

We have also learned that many 
Medicare beneficiaries have no access 
to any prescription drug benefit, that 
many others are finding the benefits 
they have to be inadequate, unstable, 
and evaporate. We have learned the 
majority of seniors are faced with a dif-
ficult choice of paying extremely high 
prices at the retail outlets or forgoing 
medically necessary prescription 
drugs. We have learned those who are 
able to purchase medicines are seeing 
an ever-increasing share of their fixed 
incomes going toward drugs as prices 
continue to increase. We saw it last 
year for many of the most significant 
drugs for older Americans. That in-
crease was in the range of 15 to 20 per-
cent. 

The time is long overdue for the Sen-
ate to say first things first. And first is 
going to be to prepare our older citi-
zens for a life of quality and dignity 
and affordability. The most funda-
mental step we can take to achieve 
that goal is to include prescription 
drugs as a basic benefit under the 
Medicare program available to all 
beneficiaries. Over 40 million Medicare 
beneficiaries should not have to con-
tinue to wait for Congress, to wait for 
Congress to get around to recognizing 
the importance of something as basic 
as their health care and the central 
role of prescription drugs in protecting 
their health. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this amendment and saying 
first things first, prescription drugs for 
older Americans are of equal impor-
tance to reducing the tax on the most 
wealthy of our citizens. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I might ask 

the Presiding Officer how much time 
remains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes 52 seconds. The other side has 
15 minutes. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
the Senator from West Virginia is 
happy to yield 4 minutes to the junior 
Senator from the State of Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from West Vir-
ginia. I appreciate his strong and con-
sistent leadership on this critical issue. 
Thank you for proposing this amend-
ment. I am proud to be a cosponsor and 
proud to join with our Senator from 
Florida, Mr. GRAHAM, to talk this 
evening about what is the most urgent, 
critical issue facing our seniors and 
many of our families. 

I wish we had the same sense of ur-
gency about updating Medicare to 
cover modern medicine, which is pre-
scription drugs, as we do with the sense 
of urgency about the underlying tax 
bill. 

I support tax cuts. I consistently sup-
ported tax cuts. But I know this, when 
we set the priorities for our country, 
just like when we set the priorities in 
our own family, if we need to ask the 
top 1 percent of the wage earners of 
this country to be able to wait just a 
little bit until we can modernize Medi-
care for our seniors, I think that is a 
fair request. I think it is fair and rea-
sonable for us to be placing a sense of 
urgency on the senior citizen who is 
going to get up tomorrow morning, sit 
down at the breakfast table and decide, 
do I eat today or do I get my medicine; 
the seniors who are going to decide to-
morrow whether or not to cut their 
pills in half so they stretch a little bit 
longer or whether they are going to 
take them every other week. 

I have had doctors approach me, 
greatly concerned because they have 
elderly patients who are trying to self- 
regulate so they can last just a little 
bit longer with their medications be-
cause they know they are not going to 
be able to afford to buy that prescrip-
tion. 

I guess each and every one of us have 
spoken about this issue and certainly 
we have had people in our States 
speaking to us. I only wish we would 
have the same sense of urgency about 
this issue as the campaign television 
commercials of last year. Many of us 
talked about this, on both sides of the 
aisle, on both sides of the building. We 
have talked and talked about this 
issue. We know we have to address it. 
We have that opportunity tonight 
through this amendment. I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
do just that. 

This is a question simply of prior-
ities. This does not change the tax cut 
other than to ask less than 1 percent of 
the population to defer until we can 
update prescription drug coverage 
under Medicare. This does not change 
the tax cut for any of the taxpayers, 
but it asks one group of taxpayers if 

they can wait just a little bit in order 
for our seniors, who have been waiting 
so long, to be able to have us address 
what is their most pressing issue. 

I commend my colleague again. I 
cannot think of anything more impor-
tant, in terms of addressing priorities 
of our country, than to keep the full 
promise of Medicare that was made 
over 35 years ago. 

We said at that time that we would 
provide health care for anyone over age 
65 or the disabled. If we do not update 
this system to cover prescription drug 
coverage, we are not keeping the prom-
ise. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this important amendment, and I will 
yield any remaining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
going to address the Rockefeller 
amendment that is before us, and I 
think I can speak to what the Senator 
from Michigan, the Senator from Flor-
ida, and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia have raised as legitimate con-
cerns. 

I will start over here with the Sen-
ator from Michigan. There is as much 
urgency about taxes as there is pre-
scription drugs and Medicare. We prob-
ably haven’t had as many hearings this 
year on Medicare and prescription 
drugs as we have taxes, but over the 
last 12 months we have had a lot more 
hearings in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee on Medicare and prescription 
drugs than we have on taxes. 

The reason we are having taxes up 
before prescription drugs is simply that 
the Tax Code was written in 1916 and 
there have been a lot of changes to it 
since then. For the most part, it is a 
matter of just changing a few words 
here or there. On the other hand, I have 
to admit it is complicated by adding a 
lot of new language. But when you are 
dealing with the legislation we are 
dealing with on this tax bill, it is not a 
complicated item to change the Tax 
Code to some extent. Maybe a little bit 
on the estate tax provisions we have 
here, but otherwise it is a matter of 
fine-tuning. 

When it comes to prescription drugs, 
we are writing a whole new program. 
The Democrat staff and Republican 
staff are working on it right now. They 
are charged from Senator BAUCUS and 
me that we want to bring this up by 
the latter half of July. My staff tells 
me that it is quite a job for them to do 
that. I am convinced they will meet 
that deadline. 

So it is a matter of doing what we 
can do now and taking the necessary 
time to do what is new and to do it 
right. That is our commitment, to 
doing it right. 

There is not a greater urgency in my 
committee for taxes over prescription 
drugs. It is just a case of when you can 
get each done. That is true of a lot of 
other things we are going to be dealing 
with as well, trade and Social Security. 

In the case of being all things to all 
people, in Iowa you can’t be all things 

to all people. I don’t know about Flor-
ida. But if I were speaking about all 
those things you said, the people of 
Iowa would know I was not telling the 
truth. Maybe there is something about 
me; I can’t cover up very well. But I 
have been telling people in Iowa that 
we are going to have prescription drugs 
legislation when we hope to get it out 
of the committee. I have even sug-
gested there are some people in my 
party who maybe would rather not do 
anything, put it over to next year, get 
an election year, get it all caught up— 
we want to do that on the floor of this 
Senate this October or November and 
get it out of the way so it doesn’t come 
into the election cycle. 

The other thing is resources are part 
of what the Senator from Florida is 
talking about and the Senator from 
West Virginia is talking about. Re-
member, we are not very far apart on 
the resources, at least in the budget 
resolution. My colleague supported and 
offered—I don’t know whether he of-
fered it, but you at least spoke for a 
$311 billion pot of money that is put 
aside for Medicare. My amendment was 
$300 billion. My amendment carried; 
yours did not carry. It wasn’t because 
the $11 billion one carried or the other 
did not carry, it was where the source 
of money was. Mine was from the con-
tingency; yours was from some reduc-
tion of the taxes. But you cannot say 
the resources are not set aside. 

Is that enough? I don’t know. But it 
is what we have set aside—$11 billion 
separate from what you thought was 
enough from what I thought was 
enough. Frankly, we don’t know. It de-
pends on how good you want to do it. If 
you want to do it the way most of the 
bills are introduced to make sure there 
is no less than a 50-percent subsidy, it 
is very expensive. But if you start it 
with the idea you are going to have 
universal access and in the universal 
access have some ability to pay, there 
is no reason why you have to have free 
pharmaceuticals. You ought to have it 
based on the ability to pay. We will 
start it with the amount of money we 
can and start at the bottom of the eco-
nomic ladder and move up and cover as 
many people as we can and do it in a 
way that brings the forces of the mar-
ketplace in, some bulk purchasing. 

There are probably a lot of things I 
can tell you that ought to be brought 
into the program to make it so we can 
provide more prescription drugs at a 
lower level of cost, both to the tax-
payers and to the consumer as well. 
But we are involved in this. So I think 
we do not need, either from the stand-
point of legislative priorities, from the 
standpoint of the resources that are set 
aside, or a commitment on the part of 
both political parties—maybe not ev-
erybody in both political parties—but 
the commitment of people in political 
parties to get this job done. 

I want to make sure everybody un-
derstands you do not have to adopt 
Senator ROCKEFELLER’s amendment to 
make sure prescription drugs are going 
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to get the attention that the last elec-
tion brought to it. The economics of it 
are enough, but let’s say the ultimate 
is when both political parties are cam-
paigning on something, it is an issue in 
the campaign, that that is a commit-
ment to getting something done. 

So I ask rejection of the Rockefeller 
amendment based upon what is a com-
mitment on the part of many people in 
this Congress to move ahead on this 
issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, how 

much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-

ponents have 1 minute, the opposition 
has 8 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, there 
are parts of this job that are not fun, 
and one of them is standing up and say-
ing: I cannot agree with my good friend 
from West Virginia. Believe me, he is a 
good friend. There is no stronger advo-
cate for seniors and prescription drug 
benefits than Senator ROCKEFELLER. 

In many respects, we are here be-
cause of a man named Brian Schweit-
zer. Who is Brian Schweitzer? Brian 
Schweitzer is a man from the State of 
Montana who ran for the Senate. He 
mobilized this Nation, or at least got 
this Nation to realize that we need to 
provide a prescription drug benefit 
under Medicare. 

He took busloads of seniors to Can-
ada, where seniors could buy prescrip-
tion drugs for much less than they cost 
in the United States. He took busloads 
of seniors to Mexico, where seniors 
bought drugs for much less than they 
could buy the same drugs, manufac-
tured by the same drug companies, in 
the United States. He basically started 
a kind of popular ‘‘prairie fire’’ for the 
right reasons. 

As a consequence, this issue probably 
was a major component in about five 
Senate elections this last year. It could 
have been determinative in a couple, 
but it was certainly a major issue. And 
for good reason. 

Last year, the 50 most popular pre-
scription drugs used by seniors rose by 
twice the rate of inflation. Fifteen of 
those 50 drugs increased by three times 
the rate of inflation, and eleven of the 
50 most popular drugs used by seniors 
increased by three times the rate of in-
flation. Utilization—a fancy term for 
‘‘use’’—is increasing. Costs are increas-
ing. 

We all know that if we were to write 
a Medicare bill today—not as we did in 
1965—we would include outpatient drug 
coverage under Medicare. That is a 
given. We also know that it is a very 
expensive proposition. We have to 
write a prescription drug benefit bill 
that is fair, that makes sense, that is 
responsible, and that helps seniors. 

Let’s take a drug that is very popular 
among seniors, Prilosec. Prilosec is a 
prescription drug that relieves ulcers 
and similar gastrointestinal illnesses. 
The out-of-pocket expense for Prilosec 

is about $1,400 a year. The average So-
cial Security benefits are $10,000 a 
year. So that means that more than 10 
percent of Social Security benefits 
would go toward buying Prilosec for a 
senior with an ulcer. 

And we know that seniors take a lot 
more prescriptions than Prilosec, 
which helps them so much. We all 
know the importance of prescription 
drug therapies. That is a given. I do 
not think anybody disagrees with that 
in this Chamber. 

The real question is, how do we de-
sign a benefit, and when? I tell you, I 
will work as hard as I can to get a pre-
scription drug benefit passed this year, 
working with my good friend from 
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY. But I do not 
think it is wise to condition the enact-
ment of major legislation upon other 
legislation. In fact, I believe it is un-
constitutional. The Supreme Court has 
ruled that you cannot condition enact-
ment of legislation upon a contin-
gency. It is unconstitutional. It would 
not stand constitutional scrutiny. 

Although the constitutional issue is 
one reason, the second reason I speak 
in opposition to this amendment is a 
public policy reason. It does not make 
sense to condition passage of one major 
bill upon passage of another major bill. 
We should take up issues as they come 
up, one at a time. It is perhaps a bit 
simplistic, but you take each event as 
it comes. We cannot condition hour 6 
against hour 8 or 11, and so forth. It 
cannot be done. 

So I say to my very good friend from 
West Virginia—I mean, he bleeds for 
these issues, and correctly so, because 
it is the right thing to do. But there is 
a time and place for everything. One 
can question, what is the right time? 
The right place? There is a proper time 
and place. According to Ecclesiastics, 
there is a time and place for every-
thing. 

I urge us to resist the Siren song of 
contingency and, rather, to take up the 
issue of prescription drugs when the 
time comes—and that time is after the 
passage of this tax legislation, which I 
suspect will pass. 

In relation to the conference report, I 
am not sure the conference report is 
going to be agreed to. That is a very 
real concern that I have. But certainly 
in the next three months or so, we can 
sit down and work hard to get a pre-
scription drug benefit, a universal ben-
efit, along the principles we all know 
we need and want, passed this year. 
And we can do it. 

Let’s do that, and pledge to do that. 
But I do not think it is wise public pol-
icy to condition passage of one major 
piece of legislation on another. Be-
sides, I believe it is unconstitutional. 
So why are we are going to do some-
thing that is going to be ruled uncon-
stitutional? Let’s just do our tax busi-
ness now and then get the prescription 
drug business done. Let’s aim for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
have a minute remaining. 

I would simply say, I think the point 
is that the words that have been spo-
ken are good and encouraging. There is 
a time and a place for everything, but 
there is not necessarily the money for 
everything. It is this Senator’s view— 
and I think anybody who does the 
mathematics of this bill, much less the 
tax cut bills which will come later on— 
we will be depleting the revenue avail-
able for us to spend on anything. There 
will simply not be the money to pass a 
prescription drug benefit in July or in 
August or at any time unless we adopt 
this amendment. The money will not 
be there. You have to have the $300 or 
$311 billion, and it will not be there. 

I strongly, therefore, for 39 million 
Medicare beneficiaries and for those 
who are disabled and on a voluntary 
basis want to make use of this, urge 
my colleagues to adopt this amend-
ment. Because if they do not, there will 
not be a prescription drug benefit. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
The manager has a minute and a 

half. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Can we reserve our 

time, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 685 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, the Senator 
from Indiana is recognized and is in 
control of time for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. BAYH] for 

Ms. SNOWE, for herself, Mr. BAYH, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. 
Collins, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. CARPER, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
and Mrs. CLINTON, proposes an amendment 
numbered 685. 

Mr. BAYH. I ask unanimous consent 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To preserve and protect the sur-

pluses by providing a trigger to delay tax 
reductions and mandatory spending in-
creases and limit discretionary spending if 
certain deficit targets are not met over the 
next 10 years) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. ENSURING DEBT REDUCTION. 

(a) TRIGGER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act or any other law, 
the effective date of a provision of law de-
scribed in paragraph (2) shall be delayed as 
provided in paragraph (3). 

(2) PROVISION DESCRIBED.—A provision of 
law described in this paragraph is— 

(A) a provision of this Act that takes effect 
in fiscal year 2005 or 2007 and results in a rev-
enue reduction; or 

(B) a provision of law that— 
(i) is enacted after the date of enactment 

of this Act; and 
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(ii) takes effect in fiscal year 2005 or 2007 

and causes increased outlays through man-
datory spending. 

(3) DELAY.—If, on September 30 of 2004 and 
2006, the Secretary of the Treasury deter-
mines that the limit on the debt held by the 
public in section 253A(a) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 will be exceeded in the fiscal year be-
ginning October 1 of the following year, the 
effective date of any a provision of law de-
scribed in paragraph (2) that takes effect 
during that fiscal year shall be delayed by 1 
calendar year. 

(4) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITATION.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
in any fiscal year subject to the delay provi-
sions of paragraph (3), the amount of discre-
tionary spending in each discretionary 
spending account shall be the level provided 
for that account in the preceding fiscal year 
plus an adjustment for inflation. 

(5) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—On July 1 and 
September 5 of 2003 and 2005, the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall report to Congress the es-
timated amount of the debt held by the pub-
lic for the fiscal year beginning on October 1 
of that year. 

(6) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.— 
(A) TRIGGER.— 
(i) MODIFICATION.—In fiscal year 2005 or 

2007, if the level of debt held by the public for 
that fiscal year would be below the level of 
debt held by the public for that fiscal year in 
section 253A(a) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 due to 
the provisions of paragraph (3) and (4), any 
Member of Congress may move to proceed to 
a bill that would make changes in law to in-
crease discretionary spending and direct 
spending and increase revenues (proportion-
ately) in a manner that would increase the 
debt held by the public for that fiscal year to 
a level not exceeding the level provided in 
section 253A(a) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. The 
motion to proceed shall be voted on at the 
end of 4 hours of debate. A bill considered 
under this clause shall be considered as pro-
vided in section 310(e) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 641(e)). Any 
amendment offered to the bill shall maintain 
the proportionality requirement. 

(ii) WAIVER.—The delay and limitation pro-
vided in paragraphs (3) and (4) may be dis-
approved by a joint resolution. A joint reso-
lution considered under this clause shall not 
be advanced to third reading in either House 
unless a motion to proceed to third reading 
is agreed to by three-fifths of the Members, 
duly chosen and sworn. 

(B) OTHER FISCAL YEARS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—In fiscal year 2003, 2005, 

2007, 2008, 2009, or 2010, if the level of debt 
held by the public for that fiscal year would 
exceed the level of debt held by the public 
for that fiscal year in section 253A(a) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, any Member of Congress 
may move to proceed to a bill that would 
defer changes in law that take effect in that 
fiscal year that would increase direct spend-
ing and decrease revenues and freeze the 
amount of discretionary spending in each 
discretionary spending account for that fis-
cal year at the level provided for that ac-
count in the preceding fiscal year plus an ad-
justment for inflation (all proportionately) 
in a manner that would reduce the debt held 
by the public for that fiscal year to a level 
not exceeding the level provided in section 
253A(a) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. The mo-
tion to proceed shall be voted on at the end 
of 4 hours of debate. Any amendment offered 
to the bill shall either defer effective dates 
or freeze discretionary spending and main-
tain the proportionality requirement. 

(ii) CONSIDERATION OF LEGISLATION.—A bill 
considered under clause (i) shall be consid-
ered as provided in section 310(e) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 
641(e)). 

(b) PUBLIC DEBT TARGETS.—The Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 is amended— 

(1) in section 250(c)(1), by inserting ‘‘ ‘ debt 
held by the public’ ’’ after ‘‘outlays’, ’’; and 

(2) by inserting after section 253 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 253A. DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC LIMIT. 

‘‘(a) LIMIT.—The debt held by the public 
shall not exceed— 

‘‘(1) for fiscal year 2002, $2,955,000,000,000; 
‘‘(2) for fiscal year 2003, $2,747,000,000,000; 
‘‘(3) for fiscal year 2004, $2,524,000,000,000; 
‘‘(4) for fiscal year 2005, $2,279,000,000,000; 
‘‘(5) for fiscal year 2006, $2,011,000,000,000; 
‘‘(6) for fiscal year 2007, $1,724,000,000,000; 
‘‘(7) for fiscal year 2008, $1,418,000,000,000; 
‘‘(8) for fiscal year 2009, $1,089,000,000,000; 

and 
‘‘(9) for fiscal year 2010, $878,000,000,000. 
‘‘(b) ADJUSTMENTS TO DEBT TARGETS FOR 

INABILITY TO REDEEM.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The debt held by the 

public targets may be adjusted in a specific 
fiscal year if the Secretary of the Treasury 
certifies that the target cannot be reached 
because the Department of the Treasury will 
be unable to redeem a sufficient amount of 
securities from holders of Federal debt to 
achieve the target. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—The certification 
shall— 

‘‘(A) be transmitted by the President to 
Congress; 

‘‘(B) outline the specific reasons that the 
targets cannot be achieved and the esti-
mated amount of excess reserves that will 
accumulate due to an inability of the Treas-
ury to redeem Federal debt; and 

‘‘(C) not be the result of a lack of surplus 
revenues being available to redeem debt held 
by the public. 

‘‘(3) CONGRESSIONAL ACTION.—The adjust-
ment provided in this subsection may be dis-
approved by a joint resolution. A joint reso-
lution considered under this paragraph shall 
not be advanced to third reading in either 
House unless a motion to proceed to third 
reading is agreed to by a majority of the 
whole body.’’. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET PROCESS.— 
(1) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 301 of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC POINT OF 
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
that would— 

‘‘(1) increase the limit on the debt held by 
the public in section 253A(a) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985; or 

‘‘(2) provide additional borrowing author-
ity that would result in the limit on the debt 
held by the public in section 253A(a) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 being exceeded.’’. 

(2) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.— 
Subsections (c)(1) and (d)(2) of section 904 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are 
amended by striking ‘‘305(b)(2),’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘301(j), 305(b)(2),’’. 

(3) ADDITIONAL AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET 
ACT.—The Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
is amended— 

(A) in section 3, by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(11)(A) The term ‘debt held by the public’ 
means the outstanding face amount of all 
debt obligations issued by the United States 
Government that are held by outside inves-

tors, including individuals, corporations, 
State or local governments, foreign govern-
ments, and the Federal Reserve System. 

‘‘(B) For the purpose of this paragraph, the 
term ‘face amount’, for any month, of any 
debt obligation issued on a discount basis 
that is not redeemable before maturity at 
the option of the holder of the obligation is 
an amount equal to the sum of— 

‘‘(i) the original issue price of the obliga-
tion; plus 

‘‘(ii) the portion of the discount on the ob-
ligation attributable to periods before the 
beginning of such month.’’; 

(B) in section 301(a) by— 
(i) redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as 

paragraphs (7) and (8), respectfully; and 
(ii) inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(6) the debt held by the public; and’’; and 
(C) in section 310(a) by— 
(i) striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph 

(3); 
(ii) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (5); and 
(iii) inserting the following new paragraph; 
‘‘(4) specify the amounts by which the stat-

utory limit on the debt held by the public is 
to be changed and direct the committee hav-
ing jurisdiction to recommend such change; 
or’’. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I also ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to modify my amendment prior to the 
vote in relation to the amendment on 
Monday. Let me assure the managers 
that this modification will not sub-
stantially change the effect of the 
amendment. It is to make some minor 
technical corrections to the current 
draft. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I yield the 

floor to my colleague from the great 
State of Maine and, in doing so, would 
like to thank her for her courage and 
steadfast support of this amendment. 
Without her support, we would not be 
where we are today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Indiana for his lead-
ership on an issue in which we share a 
mutual goal that we wish to advance 
and address in this Congress with re-
spect to this legislation. I thank him 
for his commitment and persistence in 
bringing this to the attention of our 
colleagues in the Senate and in the 
Congress. 

Mr. President, the amendment we are 
offering today in conjunction with our 
colleagues is on a bipartisan basis. In 
fact, Senator BAYH and I have worked 
together since early March in address-
ing this issue, in which 11 of our col-
leagues have offered this legislation 
with us, to address the potential for en-
suring that surplus projections are re-
alized over the next 10 years with re-
spect to this tax package, as well as all 
the other spending proposals that will 
be considered by this Congress and fu-
ture Congresses. 

This legislation really came to us as 
a result of Chairman Greenspan’s testi-
mony back in January before the Sen-
ate Budget Committee. I think all of us 
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understand—and Senator BAYH and I 
have had many conversations in this 
respect—that we want to ensure that 
our hard-fought effort to eliminate 
deficits and buying down the debt is 
not undone because our current surplus 
projections do not materialize in the 
future. 

That is why this amendment specifi-
cally will establish a trigger, based on 
the recommendations that were pro-
posed by Chairman Greenspan, that 
links the tax cuts and spending in-
creases to actual fiscal outcomes over 
the next 10 years. 

The bottom line is, it is absolutely 
imperative that we make tax relief and 
spending increases work, not only for 
American families but also for the fu-
ture well-being of this country. 

We have a projection of $5.6 trillion 
in surpluses over the next 10 years. 
Those are projections that have been 
made by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. We have an obligation to be re-
sponsible stewards of that surplus so 
we can address a variety of pressing na-
tional needs. 

We are setting aside money for pre-
scription drugs, an issue just men-
tioned in this Chamber. We are setting 
aside money for education which we 
are also concurrently debating in the 
Senate. We are also setting aside 
money to bring down the debt over the 
next 10 years so we can reduce the debt 
and, indeed, eliminate the national 
debt. We are also setting aside all the 
surpluses that belong to the Social Se-
curity as well as the Medicare trust 
funds. We also understand that these 
burgeoning surpluses are predicated on 
certain assumptions upon which the 
tax cuts as well as our spending poli-
cies are being developed. We have no 
idea whether or not these surpluses are 
going to materialize over the next 10 
years. 

While undoubtedly these projections 
are predicated on some very sound as-
sumptions and the best available eco-
nomic and budgetary estimates, the 
fact is they just happen to be esti-
mates. Indeed, if the past is prologue, 
there is a 50-percent chance that CBO’s 
projection of a surplus over the next 5 
years will actually miss the mark by 
more than 1.8 percent of the GDP. That 
is $245 billion in the fifth year alone, 
with an estimated on-budget surplus in 
2006 of over $276 billion which includes 
a surplus in the Medicare trust fund of 
$44 billion. The impact of such an error 
would be disastrous as Congress would 
be forced to dip into the Medicare sur-
plus in that year alone, even absent 
any changes in tax and spending poli-
cies. 

It also bears noting, as it shows on 
this chart I have behind me of the 10- 
year projection, nearly two-thirds of 
the projected surplus will not accrue 
until after the fifth year. In fact, only 
$2 trillion, or 36 percent of the surplus, 
will accrue over the coming 5 years, 
while 64 percent of the surplus will ma-
terialize in the final 5 years. So if sur-
pluses prove to be substantially lower 

in the fifth year alone, the impact on 
subsequent years will likewise be sub-
stantial. 

Any long-term cuts in spending poli-
cies premised on the higher estimates 
could quickly force us to use our Social 
Security surpluses, put our budget 
back in the red, or use Medicare sur-
pluses, all of which are not options 
available to this Congress or future 
Congresses. 

That is why we came to this point in 
terms of developing a trigger mecha-
nism: How best do we address this 
problem in a most prudent fashion. 
That is why I commend the Senator 
from Indiana and the Senator from 
Michigan, who is here, an ardent sup-
porter of making sure we adhere to 
these surpluses and these projections 
over the next 10 years, as any State in 
the country has to do with their con-
stitutional amendments to balance the 
budget. 

In fact, many of us have been ardent 
supporters of a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget. We did so 
and thought so because we knew we 
had to adhere to a bottom line. So our 
principle is very simple. We are saying 
that in the years 2004 and 2006, we will 
have to take a window, we will have to 
look at whether or not we are adhering 
to our debt reduction goals. 

In the event the Secretary of the 
Treasury indicates that we will not 
meet those goals in the years 2005 and 
2007, then Congress obviously will have 
to take immediate action to cut back, 
to stop the next phase of the tax cut or 
the next phase of spending increases 
over the rate of inflation. 

We have laid out the debt targets. 
They are laid out in this amendment, 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office economic outlook. We make sure 
we have the ability to respond to the 
Secretary of the Treasury’s report that 
will be made initially in July and then 
immediately after Labor Day on the 
status of our progress towards achiev-
ing this debt reduction goal for the 
year. If the Secretary reports that the 
goal will not be met, Congress will 
then know, very clearly, that steps 
must be taken to get us back on track. 

As I said, if the debt targets are not 
met in the years 2005 and 2007, the 
scheduled phase-in of the new tax cuts 
and the mandatory spending, which is 
additional mandatory spending, new 
phased-in discretionary spending above 
the rate of inflation will be delayed for 
1 year or until the target is met in fu-
ture years. 

In all of the other years in this 10- 
year window, we will have what is 
called the midcourse correction review. 
Again, it will give us the opportunity 
to analyze our progress made towards 
debt reduction, ensuring that we are 
still on track each and every year for 
the specified targets that will be laid 
out in this amendment, the ones that 
have been established in the Congres-
sional Budget Office report for each 
and every year. 

In the event that any Member of the 
House or Senate chooses to raise a 

privileged motion to address the spend-
ing for the next year or mandatory 
spending or the new tax cuts, they will 
have a privileged resolution on the 
floor of the House for consideration. 
And amendments can be offered to ad-
just, during the course of the mid-
course correction review, the tax cut 
and spending that would be adjusted. 
Any subsequent amendment of that 
kind would have to be proportionate so 
that it could not be adjusted just from 
the tax cut side of the equation or just 
from spending alone. 

We think this is an effective mecha-
nism because it gives us an oppor-
tunity to be able to analyze, as any 
business does in this country, any fam-
ily does, any State that has to abide by 
its constitutional requirements to bal-
ance the budget, as to whether or not 
we are proceeding on track with the 
surpluses, with these projections, and 
with the debt reduction. It will give us 
the opportunity in 2 of the years over 
the next 10 years for an automatic trig-
ger in which we will have the oppor-
tunity to respond to the next phase-in 
of a tax cut or new spending policies. 

It is not a retroactive tax increase, 
as many have said. We are not going to 
be doing anything retroactive either 
with respect to spending or with tax 
cuts. It would all be prospective. It 
gives us an ability to look forward to 
make sure we are being prudent so we 
do not repeat the past with respect to 
deficits in accruing the kind of na-
tional debt that has been a burden to 
this country. 

As I said, I hope my colleagues who 
worked so hard over the years for the 
passage of a constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget will see this as 
an effort to maintain similar fiscal re-
sponsibility. We cannot afford to see 
the hard work that went into reaching 
the desired goal of balancing the budg-
et that we have made a reality today 
be undone by the adoption of either tax 
or spending policies that are allowed to 
move forward unchecked. 

For those who believe that the as-
sumptions on which this budget and 
this specific tax bill are based are 
sound, the trigger poses no threat as it 
would never be turned on. 

May I ask the Senator for additional 
time? 

Mr. BAYH. Yes, absolutely. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator asking to use Senator Bayh’s 
time? The Senator’s 10 minutes allot-
ted from the Senator from Indiana 
have expired. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. If we want to speak 
and raise any questions, that is the 
only time we have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana may yield time. 

Mr. BAYH. I am happy to yield time 
to my colleague from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. I appreciate the time of 
the Senator from Indiana. I will defer 
and wait towards the end. I thank the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 
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Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I again 

thank my colleague from Maine who so 
eloquently outlined the case for this 
amendment. I am grateful to her and 
others on her side of the aisle who have 
joined with us in this cause. It is truly 
a bipartisan effort in an institution 
that all too often is characterized by 
too much partisanship and divisive-
ness. 

I thank my colleague, Senator STA-
BENOW from Michigan, from whom we 
will hear in a few moments, who has 
been a steadfast supporter of fiscal re-
sponsibility in this effort. 

I also echo what Senator SNOWE men-
tioned, that Alan Greenspan, Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve, endorses this 
approach. The Concord Coalition, one 
of the foremost institutions dedicated 
to fiscal responsibility and rectitude, 
endorses this initiative. The Progres-
sive Policy Institute, also dedicated to 
sound economic policies and fiscal poli-
cies, endorses this approach. 

I rise because I support tax cuts. I 
rise because I support tax cuts that are 
fiscally responsible, that do not put 
our Nation on a path to return to the 
days of debt and deficit from which we 
have so recently extricated ourselves. 

I support tax cuts that accommodate 
our other important priorities, espe-
cially Social Security and Medicare, 
ensuring that our Nation will keep 
that commitment to our parents and 
our commitment to our children that 
we will fulfill our own obligations in 
supporting the retirement system of 
our parents and grandparents. 

I support tax cuts that honor our Na-
tion’s most cherished enduring values: 
thrift, personal responsibility, self-reli-
ance, and not asking our children to 
pay the bills that we today incur, but, 
instead, taking care of our own obliga-
tions. 

That is why I, along with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, am 
honored to support this amendment. 
This amendment will put tax cuts— 
meaningful tax cuts—for the American 
people into place immediately and ir-
revocably. It will pay down the debt 
more rapidly than the approach sug-
gested by the administration and the 
one reported from the committee. This 
amendment dedicates the surpluses in 
Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds to the cause of debt reduction, 
thereby not only paying down the Na-
tion’s debt more rapidly, but ensuring 
the integrity and solvency of Social 
Security and Medicare. 

This amendment will strengthen our 
economy by paying down the debt more 
rapidly, to keep interest rates low, in-
vestment and productivity growth 
high, perpetuating the virtuous cycle 
of the last several years that has seen 
unprecedented economic expansion 
across our country—22 million new jobs 
and 2 million new businesses. 

I have supported tax cuts throughout 
my career, first as Governor, signing 
the largest tax cut in the history of our 
State; and I have previously supported 
tax cuts in this body. Indeed, I can sup-

port the tax cuts before us. I speak not 
only for myself but for many Ameri-
cans when I say the uncertainty inher-
ent in 10-year projections disturbs me 
because it raises a very real and 
present danger of returning to sizable 
debts and deficits. 

This would be a great problem for our 
country. It is something I believe we 
must address in a responsible way if we 
are going to have tax cuts that truly 
serve all of the priorities of the Amer-
ican people. The approach we have sug-
gested is a commonsense approach. In 
the early years, when the surpluses are 
most reliable, the tax cut will go into 
effect immediately and be irrevocable. 
In future years, we will ensure the sur-
plus that makes the tax cuts possible 
actually materializes, and that we 
don’t dip into Social Security or Medi-
care, jeopardizing those systems, to 
make the tax cut possible. That needs 
to be our top priority. 

Again, we need to remind ourselves 
of the inherent uncertainty in 10-year 
projections. As the Secretary of the 
Treasury, Mr. O’Neill, suggested, 10- 
year projections ‘‘aren’t worth the 
paper they are written on.’’ And they 
are not. We owe it to the American 
people to take prudent steps to ensure 
the actions we take today, in fact, lead 
to the results that we promise tomor-
row. 

Finally, two brief observations. Let 
me counter some of the criticisms of-
fered with regard to our approach. 
First, the issue of uncertainty. In fact, 
a trigger amendment in the tax cut 
creates greater certainty. It creates 
greater certainty in the bond market 
by ensuring that interest rates can be 
low because the debt will actually be 
paid down and deficits will not return. 

There was a headline in the Wall 
Street Journal Friday saying that in-
terest rates were beginning to rise be-
cause of concern that we might return 
as a nation to the time of deficits 
again. The trigger creates greater cer-
tainty by ensuring that we do not re-
turn to deficits and thereby reassures 
the bond market. It also ensures that 
we won’t have future tax increases— 
one of the greatest causes of uncer-
tainty that we can have. 

Following the tax cut of 1981, we had 
six separate tax increases in this coun-
try for the American people. That is 
real uncertainty. A trigger amendment 
will avoid that. As my colleague from 
Maine suggested, there is nothing in 
the trigger amendment that will lead 
to a tax increase. On the contrary, the 
phases of the tax cut that go into ef-
fect, because we can afford them, will 
be irrevocable. There is nothing that 
will repeal any tax cuts that have been 
put into place in this trigger amend-
ment. On the contrary, it merely 
delays future phases of tax cuts until 
the surpluses that make them possible 
arrive. 

The only counterargument to that 
would be to suggest that we dip into 
Social Security and Medicare to pay 
for tax cuts—something I am sure the 

majority of my colleagues do not sup-
port. 

This will not go into effect should we 
run the risk of entering a recession. 
First of all, the greatest risk of deficits 
and a return to debt is not that we 
have a significant recession, but that 
estimates are merely wrong and the er-
rors compounded over a 10-year period 
lead to a sizable error in our projec-
tions. For example, a mere four-tenths 
of 1 percent difference in GDP and pro-
ductivity growth would lead to a tril-
lion-dollar difference in the surplus es-
timates, running a real risk of return-
ing to deficits and increasing the na-
tional debt. 

In case we do face the prospect of a 
recession, we have included a provision 
that would waive the trigger in the 
event the blue-chip forecast of the 
most prominent private sector econo-
mists predicts 4 consecutive months 
where the growth rate in this country 
will slow to an unacceptable level. 

Finally, regarding criticisms, let me 
say that this does not favor spending at 
the expense of tax cuts. On the con-
trary, as my colleague from Maine so 
ably pointed out, spending increases 
are held to the rate of inflation—half 
the rate of spending increases con-
tained in the budget bill voted on last 
week, and much lower than rates in in-
creased spending in recent years. If 
this had been the fact, spending would 
be much lower than today. 

Let me conclude by saying this. Let 
us go forward and enact significant tax 
relief for the American people. Let us 
enact this tax relief in a way that is 
fiscally responsible and would hold 
sure that our children and grand-
children do not live to rue the day of 
unintended errors that we made that 
could have been avoided. Let us enact 
these tax cuts in ways to preserve So-
cial Security and Medicare. Let us 
enact these tax cuts in ways that will 
be true to the enduring values of self- 
reliance and self-sufficiency that have 
always made our Nation great. 

Finally, let me say we must learn the 
lesson of history. The last time this 
Chamber was called upon to make deci-
sions of this magnitude, we, frankly, 
didn’t do a very good job. The decisions 
that were made and the votes that 
were cast led to the largest deficits in 
the history of our country, the largest 
increase in the national debt in the his-
tory of our country, to a lower rate of 
economic growth and a lower standard 
of living for the American people. Let 
that not happen again. 

This amendment and the fiscal re-
sponsibility that it will bring to these 
tax cuts will ensure that all of the ele-
ments of prosperity for the American 
people will be put into law and that, it 
seems to me, is our responsibility. 

I will now be pleased to yield to my 
colleague and friend from the great 
State of Michigan, Senator STABENOW, 
who has been a steadfast supporter of 
this effort. She is new to this body, but 
she is already making a tremendous 
impact. 
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Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues, Senator BAYH 
and Senator SNOWE, for their leader-
ship on this important issue. We joined 
together back in the beginning of 
March with colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to come together and lay out 
the concept that had been presented in 
the Budget Committee by Chairman 
Alan Greenspan. Both Senator SNOWE 
and I have the opportunity to serve on 
that committee, and we heard the 
chairman talking about the need to, in 
some way, phase in tax cuts as we con-
tinued to pay down the debt. He cau-
tioned us that we should maintain our 
focus on paying down the debt and fis-
cal responsibility and, if we did it 
right, we could do both; we could pay 
down our debt, we could protect Social 
Security and Medicare by doing it, and 
we could provide meaningful tax relief. 

After listening to him and being a 
part of that process, I was pleased to 
join with my colleagues in working to 
put together an approach that puts 
into place the guarantees for fiscal re-
sponsibility, protecting Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and ensuring that 
we maintain the track we are on eco-
nomically as a country, which has 
brought us to this wonderful time of 
low interest rates, low unemployment, 
opportunity for our workers, our small 
businesses, our farmers, and all of our 
families who have benefited from the 
last 8 years of prosperity. 

As Senator BAYH was speaking about 
not returning to the past, I thought 
about when I was in Michigan as a 
State legislator in the time of the 1980s 
and we went through some extremely 
difficult times. Michigan is one of 
those States where if someone sneezes 
across the country, we get a big cold, 
because the fact is, we had high unem-
ployment, high interest rates, and defi-
cits at the State as well as the national 
level. Many tough decisions were made 
to get us to this point. 

I was honored in 1997 to be in the U.S. 
House of Representatives and cast a 
vote to balance the budget. I know 
there were those who came before me 
who had to make very difficult deci-
sions to get us to that point. 

I believe it is my responsibility and 
urge all of us to join together in ac-
cepting the responsibility of maintain-
ing the fiscal course we are on—fiscal 
responsibility and guaranteeing that 
we do not use the Medicare and Social 
Security trust funds for either spend-
ing or tax cuts. 

This particular proposal will put in 
place the mechanisms to guarantee 
that does not happen. The tax cuts pro-
ceed, the phase-ins proceed unless we 
find we are dipping into Medicare and 
Social Security to pay for them or for 
spending. We are saying it does not 
matter what Social Security and Medi-
care are used for; if it is not for Medi-
care or Social Security, it is not OK. 

This trigger puts in place the mecha-
nism to guarantee we continue to pay 
down our debt, that we are, in fact, 
keeping the promise of Medicare and 

Social Security, and that we are pro-
viding tax relief in a responsible way. 

I am very proud to have joined my 
colleagues. I joined Senators today in 
voting for tax relief. I have in the past 
throughout my time of public service, 
and I intend to do that again, but I also 
intend to make sure that whatever I 
am doing in terms of my votes, I keep 
first and foremost the value of fiscal 
responsibility at the forefront and that 
I am keeping the promise of Medicare 
and Social Security as we do that. 

If, in fact, we do not take the time to 
pay down our national debt, about 
which we have all been talking for so 
many years, if we do not take this time 
to eliminate as much of that debt as 
possible so that our children do not 
have to bear that burden in the future, 
then when will we? If we do not do it 
during this opportunity of fiscal sur-
pluses, when will we? 

I urge my colleagues to join us. The 
bipartisan amendment that is before us 
is one that I hope we will enact. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we do 

not have a lot of time, so I cannot go 
into great detail. I believe we have 5 
minutes; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, with all 
due respect to my very good friends, 
this is an uncertainty layered upon an 
uncertainty. The uncertainty is wheth-
er the surplus target will be met. The 
uncertainty layered on top of the un-
certainty is whether the trigger will be 
pulled. 

We cannot legislate certainty. We 
can only exercise good judgment. We, 
as a Congress, in these next years, have 
to decide what to do according to the 
circumstances at the time and exercise 
good judgment as to what we should 
do. 

Unfortunately, nobody has discussed 
the substance of this amendment. It is 
because we are in this time constraint 
where everything is rushed, and we are 
in message amendment time. Nobody 
has looked at the substance. There 
have been no hearings on this. 

Let me tell you what this thing does. 
I am all in favor of the intent, but if 
this is enacted, we are making a mock-
ery of the Congress—a mockery. First, 
you cannot and should not limit public 
debt management. The Treasury Sec-
retary has to have discretion in debt 
management. Right off the top, we are 
tying the hands of the Treasury Sec-
retary, for whatever reason he or she 
may want to borrow more, sell more 
securities, sell more bonds for domestic 
reasons or for international reasons. 

Secretary Rubin has said consist-
ently that we should not tie debt man-
agement to fiscal policy. You should 
not do it. It is wrong. 

I understand why the Senator from 
Indiana is offering this amendment, 
and I understand why the Senator from 
Maine is offering the amendment. 

Let me talk about the uncertainties 
in this amendment. I do not know if 
Senators know what is in the amend-
ment. This amendment essentially pro-
vides—I will summarize it—scheduled 
debt reduction targets, in even num-
bered years, and the Treasury Sec-
retary will certify whether these tar-
gets are being met. 

If they are not being met, then what 
happens? What is triggered is that re-
ductions in taxes are automatically 
stopped, the growth rates for discre-
tionary spending are automatically 
held at the rate of inflation, and enti-
tlement spending increases are auto-
matically stopped. 

What about a Medicare drug benefit? 
I heard that entitlement increases will 
be stopped. No, I will stand corrected 
because I see the Senator from Indiana 
shaking his head. But the way it is 
drafted, new entitlement spending, as I 
understand it, is included in the trig-
ger. But I stand to be corrected if that 
is not the case, but that is how I read 
this amendment now. 

What happens in odd-numbered 
years? Things are not automatic. But 
any Member can stand up in this 
Chamber and say the targets have not 
been met and set a trigger process in 
motion. Boy, is that uncertainty. 

Do we really want to tie our hands 
like that? Do we want to limit our dis-
cretion in future years as to what is 
best by putting this automatic provi-
sion in the law? Do we want to tie the 
hands of our Treasury Secretary in 
debt management? Do we really want 
to do that? What are other countries 
going to think watching us do this? 

Talk about the steepness of the yield 
curve. Why is the yield curve steep? It 
is steep because the bond market today 
believes in the outyears that interest 
rates are going to rise. Why? Because 
the Federal Reserve has just lowered 
interest rates by 50 basis points. And 
because this tax cut is going to pass. 
The market thinks there is going to be 
growth because of the stimulus of this 
tax cut and because of the lowering of 
short-term interest rates. As a result, 
the market believes there will be infla-
tion in the outyears; therefore, long- 
term interest rates are going to be 
higher. That is what is going on. 

And I will tell you something else. 
The markets will not believe a trigger 
which is not real. This is not real. This 
is a message amendment. It is a mes-
sage amendment. It is not real legisla-
tion. We should not be standing here— 
I am getting tired of message amend-
ments, Mr. President. I want to legis-
late. I do not want to give messages. I 
want to legislate, and this is a message 
amendment. It is not legislation, seri-
ous legislation. I believe we should not 
adopt it. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr President, Sen-
ators BAYH and SNOWE have a sincere 
concern over the long-term fiscal situ-
ation of the country. 

The fiscal discipline of the country’s 
budget is important. I share that 
goal—fiscal discipline first. The budget 
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approved by a bipartisan majority of 
the Congress meets the test of fiscal 
discipline. 

The trigger is unwise because it un-
dermines the long-term stimulative ef-
fect of the tax cut. It makes the tax 
cut uncertain. 

The trigger is unnecessary because 
the pattern of the tax cut follows the 
pattern of the projected surplus. 

The lion’s share of the revenue loss 
occurs after 5 years. 

Finally, if things go south on the 
projections, you can be sure Congress 
will raise taxes: 

Over the last 20 years we have raised 
taxes in 1982, 1984, 1990, and 1993. Only 
twice has Congress pushed through a 
tax cut that became law—1981 and 1997. 

Conditional tax cuts are not desir-
able—they do not stimulate workers, 
investors, and businesses behavior. Let 
us have certainty in tax relief. The 
American people, who are taxed at 
record post war levels, deserve no less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, is to be 
recognized. 

The Senator from Maine. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for an additional 10 
minutes on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I do not 
think I can agree to that unless there 
is an equal opportunity to respond. 

Ms. SNOWE. If there is no objection. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Also, we have a lot of 

other amendments lined up this 
evening, and I do not know whether 
those Senators really want to move to 
their amendments or not. There was a 
time agreement. I see Senator LAN-
DRIEU is here. Senator LANDRIEU may 
want to offer her amendment at this 
time. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I do 
intend to offer my amendment, but I 
will be happy to wait for a few mo-
ments, so I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator in the Chair has some concern 
about extending the evening consider-
ably longer. There are about 2 hours of 
debate remaining. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
consent that 5 additional minutes be 
evenly divided on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana for her consideration. 

I address several of the issues raised 
by the ranking member, Senator BAU-
CUS, with respect to this trigger mech-
anism. I think they are important 
issues. I remember so often during my 
16 years in the House of Representa-
tives where we had to have a vote 
every year to raise the debt ceiling be-
fore we could move further in addi-
tional spending. I can also recall the 
number of times that was postponed. 

I am not suggesting that is what we 
should do. The Secretary of the Treas-

ury has considerable flexibility. In 
fact, we have these established debt re-
duction targets, ones that come out 
from the CBO. They are targets to be 
adhered to by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and give the flexibility to re-
duce further debt and be able to redeem 
that debt and also, in the mid-course 
correction, it gives Members the abil-
ity to raise the issues. But it would be 
upon a vote of the House and the Sen-
ate before any other changes could 
occur. 

This does provide a measure of cer-
tainty that is very critical to ensure 
we stay on track. That is what a bal-
anced budget is all about. We make the 
adjustments each and every year. I 
hope we intend to make those adjust-
ments each and every year in the event 
our debt reductions are not met. That 
is what this trigger is all about. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that we need to make tax relief and 
spending increases work—not only for 
American families, but for the future 
economic health and well-being of this 
nation. With a $5.6 trillion surplus pro-
jected by CBO for the next ten years, 
we have an obligation to be responsible 
stewards of that surplus, so that we 
can seize the opportunity to address a 
variety of pressing national needs like 
buying-down the debt, increasing fund-
ing for shared priorities like education 
and health care, and providing mean-
ingful tax relief as this tax bill pro-
vides. 

At the same time, we need to be sure 
that the burgeoning surplus assump-
tions on which our tax cut and spend-
ing decisions are made actually mate-
rialize—not disappear as quickly as 
they materialized. Because while the 
projected surplus is undoubtedly based 
on the best available economic and 
budget estimates, they are still just 
that—estimates. 

Indeed, if past is prologue, there is a 
50 percent chance that CBO’s projec-
tion of the surplus only five years from 
now will miss the actual mark by more 
than 1.8 percent of GDP—that’s $245 
billion in the fifth year alone. With an 
estimated on-budget surplus in 2006 of 
only $267 billion—which includes a sur-
plus in the Medicare HI Trust Fund of 
$44 billion—the impact of such an error 
would be disastrous, as Congress would 
be forced to dip into the Medicare sur-
plus in that year alone, even absent 
any changes in tax or spending policies 
today. 

It also bears noting that for the ten 
year projections, nearly two-thirds of 
the projected surplus will not accrue 
until after the fifth year. In fact, only 
$2 trillion—or 36 percent—of the sur-
plus will accrue over the coming five 
years, while 64 percent—or $3.6 tril-
lion—will materialize in the final five 
years. If surpluses prove to be substan-
tially lower in the fifth year alone, the 
impact on subsequent years would like-
wise be substantial—and any long-term 
tax cuts and spending increases pre-
mised on the higher estimates could 
quickly force us to use Social Security 

surplus or even put the budget back 
‘‘in the red.’’ 

Given CBO’s acknowledged potential 
for error—and the devastating impact 
it would have on our surpluses—I be-
lieve we should follow the advice that 
Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span gave the Budget Committee on 
January 25. Specifically, Chairman 
Greenspan stated: 

In recognition of the uncertainties in the 
economic and budget outlook, it is impor-
tant that any long-term tax plan, or spend-
ing initiative for that matter, be phased in. 
Conceivably, it could include provisions 
that, in some way, would limit surplus-re-
ducing actions if specified targets for the 
budget surplus and federal debt were not sat-
isfied. 

In fact, in response to Chairman 
Greenspan’s recommendation, I joined 
Senator BAYH, Senator TORRICELLI, and 
eight other bipartisan colleagues in 
crafting and introducing a bipartisan 
resolution that outlined the principles 
of a ‘‘trigger’’ mechanism that would 
be based on Chairman Greenspan’s ad-
vice. 

Specifically, our principles included 
the fact that, pursuant to Chairman 
Greenspan’s advice, tax cuts and spend-
ing increases adopted during the 107th 
Congress should include a trigger 
mechanism that links the phase-in of 
these proposals to actual fiscal out-
comes. Furthermore, we stated that 
the trigger should outline specific leg-
islative or automatic actions that shall 
be taken if specific levels of public debt 
reduction are not achieved, and should 
only be applied prospectively—not re-
peal or cancel any previously imple-
mented portion of a tax cut or spending 
increase. 

Mr. President, the amendment we are 
offering today turns those bipartisan 
principles into an actual legislative 
mechanism. Specifically, it creates an 
automatic trigger mechanism that 
links the phase-in of new tax cuts and 
new spending to debt reduction goals in 
2004 and 2006. In addition, it includes a 
‘‘Mid-Course Correction’’ mechanism 
that ensures the Congress has both an 
incentive—and an expedited means—to 
get back on track during all other 
years in which the debt reduction tar-
gets are missed. 

First, the amendment lays out debt 
targets that must be achieved at the 
close of upcoming fiscal years. These 
targets—which are taken directly from 
CBO’s ‘‘Budget and Economic Outlook’’ 
report issued in January—assume that 
the Social Security and Medicare HI 
Trust Fund surpluses are used for debt 
reduction. 

Besides laying out debt targets for 
the end of each fiscal year, it also re-
quires that the Secretary of the Treas-
ury make additional reports to the 
Congress—on both July 1 and the first 
Tuesday after Labor Day (when Con-
gress returns from the August recess)— 
on the status of our progress toward 
achieving the debt reduction goal for 
the year. If the Secretary of the Treas-
ury reports that the goal will not be 
met, Congress will know that steps 
must be taken to get back on track. 
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Next, the amendment creates the 

automatic ‘‘trigger’’ that links the 
phase-in of tax cuts, mandatory spend-
ing, and discretionary spending to the 
achievement of the debt reduction 
goals in 2004 and 2006. 

If the debt targets are not met, 
then—at the start of the following fis-
cal year (2005 or 2007)—the scheduled 
phase-in of tax cuts would be delayed 
for one year, or until the target is met 
in a future year. Of importance, this 
tax trigger—if implemented—would in 
no way lead to a tax increase. Rather, 
it would simply delay the next sched-
uled phase-in of any tax cuts that in-
cluded a phase-in during those years. 

In the same manner, the phase-in of 
new mandatory spending programs 
would be delayed, with no impact on 
any provision that had already been 
implemented. 

[Of note, based on the package before 
us, the tax cuts that would be affected 
by the trigger would include the phase- 
in of marginal rate reductions (2005 and 
2007); the per child tax credit (2007); 
marriage penalty relief (2007); and es-
tate tax rate relief (2007). Because no 
new mandatory spending programs 
have been enacted this year, there 
would be no impact on such programs— 
at least at this time.] 

In addition, the trigger would hold 
discretionary spending at the level of 
the previous year, adjusted for no more 
than the rate of inflation. 

Why allow for growth with inflation? 
Put simply, these programs—which in-
clude education, defense, and health— 
are funded on an annual basis. In con-
trast, mandatory spending—such as the 
Social Security and Medicare pro-
grams—is not controlled on an annual 
basis and can fluctuate from year-to- 
year depending on how many individ-
uals are eligible for the program, the 
rate of inflation, and other factors. 
When considering the critical impor-
tance of many discretionary spending 
programs, we should ensure that these 
programs are treated no worse than 
mandatory spending. By simply allow-
ing them to grow with inflation, we are 
at least ensuring that the benefit of 
these programs is not eroded simply 
due to a rise in the cost of living. 

Ultimatley, if the combined impact 
of stopping the phase-in of tax cuts and 
mandatory spending, and of holding 
discretionary spending to the rate of 
inflation, is more than is necessary for 
meeting the debt reduction goal, the 
impact can be mitigated through the 
consideration of legislation that would 
lessen the impact. To ensure that tax 
cuts and spending are treated equally, 
such legislation must increase tax cuts 
and overall spending in a proportionate 
manner, and any amendments to the 
legislation must maintain this balance. 

The amendment also includes a 
‘‘Mid-Course Correction’’ mechanism 
that would be available to the Congress 
in all other years that the debt reduc-
tion targets are not met. 

Specifically, if the debt reduction 
target is not met at the end of a fiscal 

year—or the Treasury Secretary re-
ports in July or September that the 
debt reduction target will likely not be 
met—any member of the House or Sen-
ate would have the ability to call up 
privileged legislation that would im-
mediately block all scheduled phase- 
ins of tax cuts and new mandatory 
spending for the coming year, and hold 
overall discretionary spending at the 
rate of inflation over the previous 
year’s funding level. During the floor 
consideration of the legislation, 
amendments could be offered to adjust 
the impact of the Mid-Course Correc-
tion legislation if it would generate 
more savings than are necessary, but 
such amendments must affect tax cuts 
and overall spending in a proportionate 
manner. 

Ultimately, it will be up to the Con-
gress and the President to decide if 
Mid-Course Correction legislation will 
be passed and enacted—and it will also 
be on their shoulders to explain why 
they did not act in the face of debt re-
duction targets not being achieved. Ul-
timately, if Congress continually ig-
nores violations of the debt reduction 
targets during these years, the auto-
matic ‘‘trigger’’ in years 2005 and 2007 
will almost inevitably be enforced. 

As with the Mid-Course Correction, 
this amendment also allows provides 
for the consideration of privileged leg-
islation that would make adjustments 
to the automatic trigger if its impact 
would be more severe than is nec-
essary. In the same manner, amend-
ments to adjust the trigger’s impact 
would need to ensure that a propor-
tionate balance is retained between tax 
cuts and spending. 

In response to concerns that a trigger 
may actually lead to tax cuts and 
spending being turned off at the 
‘‘wrong time’’—such as during an eco-
nomic downturn or national emer-
gency—the amendment would allow 
the House and Senate to waive the 
trigger with a three-fifths vote at any 
time, just as the requirements of the 
Balanced Budget Amendment would 
have been waived with a supermajority 
vote. And if we are actually in the 
throes of a recession or a declaration of 
war is in effect, the trigger would be 
waived with a mere majority vote—a 
margin that would be easily attainable. 

Finally, in deference to the fact that 
there are legitimate differences of 
opinion about how quickly the publicly 
held debt can be redeemed, the amend-
ment allows the debt targets to be ad-
justed in a given year if the Secretary 
of the Treasury certifies that the tar-
get cannot be reached because the De-
partment of the Treasury will be un-
able to redeem a sufficient amount of 
securities from holders of federal debt 
to achieve the target. 

Of note, such certification—which 
must be transmitted by the President 
to the Congress—must outline the spe-
cific reasons that the targets cannot be 
achieved, and the estimated amount of 
‘‘excess reserves’’ that will accumulate 
due to an inability of the Treasury to 

redeem federal debt. Under no cir-
cumstances would such a waiver be al-
lowed if the reason for the shortfall is 
simply a lack of surplus revenues being 
available to redeem federal debt. And 
to ensure that ‘‘checks and balances’’ 
are maintained, Congress can override 
the decision of the Secretary of the 
Treasury with a majority vote. 

Mr. President, just as the tax bill is 
the type of ‘‘insurance’’ that Chairman 
Greenspan recommended to lessen the 
impact of an economic downturn, I be-
lieve this amendment would serve as a 
critically needed ‘‘insurance plan’’ 
within this tax bill and in subsequent 
spending legislation. While I believe 
the surplus estimates on which our 
budget and this tax bill are based are 
sound, we simply cannot take the 
chance that our estimates will prove to 
be wrong or that future Congresses will 
over-utilize the surplus and imperil 
debt reduction. 

Furthermore, I would hope that my 
colleagues who worked so hard over the 
years for the passage of a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et would see this as a similar effort to 
maintain fiscal responsibility. We sim-
ply cannot afford to see the hard work 
that went into making the desired goal 
of the Balanced Budget Amendment a 
reality today be undone by the adop-
tion of tax or spending policies that are 
allowed to move forward un-checked. 

Ironically, for those who believe that 
the assumptions on which the budget 
and this tax bill are based are sound, 
the trigger poses no threat as it would 
never be turned on. Likewise, for those 
who are concerned about the assump-
tions, there is every reason to support 
the trigger as it would serve as a 
strong line of fiscal defense if today’s 
surplus estimates prove to be tomor-
row’s ‘‘pipe dream.’’ 

Nevertheless, I’m sure that some of 
my colleagues will simply argue that 
triggers are doomed to failure, and cite 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit 
control mechanism as a case in point. I 
would argue that although some may 
dispute the value of the trigger, argu-
ing that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings may 
not have been successful at reigning in 
deficits, it did serve as a strong incen-
tive for Congress to control spending. 
In fact, discretionary spending grew at 
an average annual rate of eight percent 
leading up to Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings, and only two percent in the five 
years after. 

The bottom line is that I can’t think 
of any event that has ever had such a 
profound impact on congressional 
spending—short of the watershed Con-
gressional elections of 1994—and I be-
lieve that this trigger could have the 
same profound impact both tax cuts 
and spending during the coming 10 
years. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
just the type of fiscally responsible 
proposal that I believe the American 
people are hoping we in the Congress 
will embrace as we pursue tax cuts and 
spending increases in the months 
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ahead, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it accordingly. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I have stated my rea-
sons why I think this is not a good 
idea. I stand by what I said, on the en-
titlements, which is an additional rea-
son why the provision isn’t firm, to say 
the least. It is more than infirm; it is 
beyond infirmity. 

I urge that the Senate not approve it. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Louisiana is recognized for 15 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 686 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, let 

me begin by sending an amendment to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Ms. LAN-
DRIEU], for herself and Mr. CRAIG, and Mrs. 
LINCOLN, proposes an amendment numbered 
686. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 18, between lines 14 and 15, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 202. EXPANSION OF ADOPTION CREDIT AND 

ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ADOPTION CREDIT.—Section 23(a)(1) (re-

lating to allowance of credit) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, there shall be allowed as a credit 
against the tax imposed by this chapter— 

‘‘(A) in the case of an adoption of a child 
other than a child with special needs, the 
amount of the qualified adoption expenses 
paid or incurred by the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(B) in the case of an adoption of a child 
with special needs, $10,000.’’. 

(2) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137(a) (relating to adoption assistance 
programs) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Gross income of an em-
ployee does not include amounts paid or ex-
penses incurred by the employer for adoption 
expenses in connection with the adoption of 
a child by an employee if such amounts are 
furnished pursuant to an adoption assistance 
program. The amount of the exclusion shall 
be— 

‘‘(1) in the case of an adoption of a child 
other than a child with special needs, the 
amount of the qualified adoption expenses 
paid or incurred by the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(2) in the case of an adoption of a child 
with special needs, $10,000.’’. 

(b) DOLLAR LIMITATIONS.— 
(1) DOLLAR AMOUNT OF ALLOWED EX-

PENSES.— 
(A) ADOPTION EXPENSES.—Section 23(b)(1) 

(relating to allowance of credit) is amend-
ed— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$10,000’’, 

(ii) by striking ‘‘($6,000, in the case of a 
child with special needs)’’, and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (a)(1)(A)’’. 

(B) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137(b)(1) (relating to dollar limitations 
for adoption assistance programs) is amend-
ed— 

(i) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$10,000’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘($6,000, in the case of a 
child with special needs)’’, and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (a)(1)’’. 

(2) PHASE-OUT LIMITATION.— 
(A) ADOPTION EXPENSES.—Clause (i) of sec-

tion 23(b)(2)(A) (relating to income limita-
tion) is amended by striking ‘‘$75,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$150,000’’. 

(B) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137(b)(2)(A) (relating to income limita-
tion) is amended by striking ‘‘$75,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$150,000’’. 

(c) YEAR CREDIT ALLOWED.—Section 23(a)(2) 
(relating to year credit allowed) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new flush 
sentence: 
‘‘In the case of the adoption of a child with 
special needs, the credit allowed under para-
graph (1) shall be allowed for the taxable 
year in which the adoption becomes final.’’. 

(d) REPEAL OF SUNSET PROVISIONS.— 
(1) CHILDREN WITHOUT SPECIAL NEEDS.— 

Paragraph (2) of section 23(d) (relating to 
definition of eligible child) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible 
child’ means any individual who— 

‘‘(A) has not attained age 18, or 
‘‘(B) is physically or mentally incapable of 

caring for himself.’’. 
(2) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-

tion 137 (relating to adoption assistance pro-
grams) is amended by striking subsection (f). 

(e) ADJUSTMENT OF DOLLAR AND INCOME 
LIMITATIONS FOR INFLATION.— 

(1) ADOPTION CREDIT.—Section 23 (relating 
to adoption expenses) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (h) as subsection (i) and by 
inserting after subsection (g) the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(h) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—In the 
case of a taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002, each of the dollar amounts 
in subsection (a)(1)(B) and paragraphs (1) and 
(2)(A)(i) of subsection (b) shall be increased 
by an amount equal to— 

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’ 
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof.’’. 

(2) ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 137 (relating to adoption assistance pro-
grams), as amended by subsection (d), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—In the 
case of a taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002, each of the dollar amounts 
in subsection (a)(2) and paragraphs (1) and 
(2)(A) of subsection (b) shall be increased by 
an amount equal to— 

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’ 
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof.’’. 

(f) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 23(c) (relating to 

carryforwards of unused credit) is amended 
by striking ‘‘the limitation imposed’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘1400C)’’ and inserting 
‘‘the applicable tax limitation’’. 

(2) APPLICABLE TAX LIMITATION.—Section 
23(d) (relating to definitions) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) APPLICABLE TAX LIMITATION.—The 
term ‘applicable tax limitation’ means the 
sum of— 

‘‘(A) the taxpayer’s regular tax liability for 
the taxable year, reduced (but not below 

zero) by the sum of the credits allowed by 
sections 21, 22, 24 (other than the amount of 
the increase under subsection (d) thereof), 25, 
and 25A, and 

‘‘(B) the tax imposed by section 55 for such 
taxable year.’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 26(a) (relating to limitation 

based on amount of tax) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(other than section 23)’’ after ‘‘al-
lowed by this subpart’’. 

(B) Section 53(b)(1) (relating to minimum 
tax credit) is amended by inserting ‘‘reduced 
by the aggregate amount taken into account 
under section 23(d)(3)(B) for all such prior 
taxable years,’’ after ‘‘1986,’’. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2001. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, the 
amendment I propose has to do with 
the adoption tax credit. Before I get 
into the specifics of that amendment, I 
will make some general remarks about 
the previous amendment briefly, about 
the overall bill, and a few other points 
before I get into specifics of this 
amendment. 

Let me congratulate my colleagues 
from Maine, Indiana, and Michigan, 
Senators SNOWE, BAYH, and STABENOW, 
for offering their amendment, which I 
am proud to be a cosponsor of, the trig-
ger mechanism just presented to this 
body and explained so beautifully. 

I want to add my voice to say that I 
intend to support that amendment. I 
think it will bring discipline to this 
process, it will bring some more cer-
tainty, and it will help us to stay the 
course of fiscal discipline which has 
served this country and this economy 
so well over the last 8 years. 

To reiterate, it is not just giving us a 
caution about the tax cuts, but it is 
cautioning us about spending too 
much. I think that is a very good bal-
ance. The mechanisms have been 
worked out. Chairman Greenspan has 
indicated support of this concept. That 
debate will be left for another day, 
with more debate on Monday. I express 
my support. 

Second, I express my compliments to 
the Senator from Iowa and the Senator 
from Montana for the way they have 
handled the debate. I especially appre-
ciate the way the chairman has been 
open to listening to different ideas, to 
considering all as thoughtfully and as 
seriously as he could, given there 
would literally be 100 ways to write 
this bill. But we can only have one bill 
and all 100 Members have to have some 
input into shaping it. We could all 
write it our special way, but the fact is 
this body and our democracy mandates 
we do this together. It is not a simple 
process. I thank the chairman for his 
patience and the ranking member for 
his graciousness in listening to me on 
many issues, particularly this amend-
ment. 

Since I am not going to speak very 
long, I make a public comment and 
compliment also my colleague from 
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, a 
member of the Finance Committee. He 
has been a tremendous leader in this 
whole debate. Although Members may 
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disagree with some of his positions, I 
think he has gained such respect in 
this debate, explaining these very com-
plicated matters in ways people in my 
State, most certainly, have expressed 
to me, and I appreciate his efforts. I 
thank him publicly tonight for his hard 
work and dedication. 

The amendment I send to the desk 
tonight is a very important amend-
ment. This underlying tax reduction 
bill has some very good provisions in 
it. I mention a few. The refundability 
of the child tax credit and the doubling 
of the child tax credit is very impor-
tant to the people of Louisiana and to 
many working families around the Na-
tion. 

Marriage penalty relief is something 
I have supported, along with Members 
on both sides of the aisle. It is time 
that we make adjustments to this par-
ticular problem in the Tax Code. 

I also am pleased to see the estate 
tax reform and repeal as a part of this 
tax package. And particularly for Lou-
isiana and for so many States, the col-
lege savings plan withdrawals, making 
them tax free, gives a lot of hope and 
encouragement to help people in Lou-
isiana and all through this Nation 
begin early to set aside money for their 
children’s education. A good, solid edu-
cation through college is an excellent 
way to give the foundation for some-
one’s success in life. In this new global 
economy with new technologies and 
the importance of skills, having a good, 
solid education is important. We have 
been debating many different aspects 
of education. I think the college sav-
ings plan is a very good feature in this 
bill. 

There are some serious problems 
with it. It is backloaded. I wish the 15- 
percent tax bracket could have been re-
duced and addressed. There is a smaller 
amount of stimulus than I think is 
wise, given the slowdown in the econ-
omy. I will make a decision about how 
I am going to vote on this bill, based 
on the pros and cons, on Monday when 
we have the final vote. But I want to 
suggest tonight that there is one 
amendment that really should be 
added. It should be included. It is some-
what glaring that it is not. The chair-
man knows this, and the ranking mem-
ber. The amendment I am speaking 
about is the renewal and doubling ex-
tension and fixing of the adoption tax 
credit, a tax credit that has been so 
broadly accepted and enthusiastically 
supported by many Members of this 
body. 

Just today, in fact, over 300 Members 
of the House of Representatives voted 
affirmatively for the Hope for Children 
tax credit relief. I offer this amend-
ment on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG. There are 
a number of other cosponsors. I would 
like to mention Mrs. CLINTON, the Sen-
ator from New York, and others who 
have supported this particular provi-
sion. 

This amendment would extend the 
$5,000 tax credit, doubling it to $10,000. 

One of the things we must remember 
is, if we do not fix this tax credit now, 
it expires, not next year, not 2 years 
from now, as some of the other tax 
measures we are speaking about, but it 
expires in December of this year. So in 
7 months this tax credit that has done 
so much good for people in this country 
is set to expire. 

The other reason to support it is 
there is overwhelmingly enthusiastic 
bipartisan support for it. 

The third really good reason is that 
it is so cost effective. It is such a small 
amount of money relative to the over-
all package that I am certain we can 
find a way, if we find the will to in-
clude this in this package. 

There were over 125,000 children 
adopted last year; 15,000 children came 
to this country from another place in 
the world. Those places were quite 
grim. I have been to many of them. 
Some of these children were taken off 
hospital floors. Some of these children 
were found starving. Some of these 
children were found sick. Some of these 
children were found with an inability 
to walk, some could not see, some 
could not hear. But a family, a mother, 
a father in this country said: I will 
take that child, at great expense, and I 
will raise that child and do something 
good for the world and do something 
good for our family and do something 
wonderful for this child. 

There were over 100,000 children who 
were adopted by American families. 
Some of these children were healthy. 
All of these children were beautiful. 
All children are beautiful and should be 
loved and cared for and nurtured. 

Some of these children have great 
and special needs. I have seen children 
who have been adopted who have no 
limbs, who cannot see. Children have 
been adopted who have a very short 
lifespan. But because the heart of peo-
ple is so great and their generosity so 
tremendous, homes and hearts have 
been opened, families have been built, 
children have been given hope, and par-
ents who were desperate for children 
and could not have them have had 
their dreams come to reality. 

The least we can do in this body, as 
we debate this $1.35 trillion tax cut, is 
to add one-third of 1 percent to make 
this tax credit real, to extend it so it 
does not just go away, and to double it 
so it really can help as these expenses 
rise, and to fix it so it works for chil-
dren who are being adopted out of fos-
ter care. 

I know my time is coming to an end. 
I say in closing, there are today 500,000 
children—a half a million children— 
who have been removed from their 
homes because of abuse and neglect. 
There are 100,000 of those 500,000 whose 
parental rights have been terminated. 
If we don’t work a little harder and a 
little better to fix our court system, to 
support our social workers, to give our 
judges the support they need, and to 
help where we can—and this is one way 
to build in our Tax Code an incentive 
to help some of these children get 

adopted and to help parents bear the 
tremendous expenses associated—I 
think we will be making a grave mis-
take and missing a wonderful oppor-
tunity. 

I urge Members of this body to con-
sider this carefully. It doesn’t cost a 
lot. It will bring a great deal of joy and 
hope and happiness to children and 
families everywhere. It is something 
we can do, and as Mr. GRAMM, the Sen-
ator from Texas, said when we dis-
cussed this last year, it really is a 
shame that this tax cut is scored in a 
way that costs us, because if you think 
about it, this is a great savings to the 
taxpayer, because when children are 
adopted out of foster care, or when 
children are adopted who are for some 
reason not wanted, or their families 
want them but they cannot raise them 
so someone else takes that child and 
raises that child and nurtures that 
child, I promise you there is $100,000 or 
more savings to the taxpayer by the 
little $10,000 we give in the credit. 

We save hundreds of thousands of 
dollars because these children do not 
end up in special education or in the 
hospital or in jail or in a mental health 
ward. Why? Because they have parents 
to love them and care for them. So 
while the committee has given me a 
score on my tax credit, I have argued, 
and I think I could be supported in a 
court of law, this tax credit is a great 
savings to this Government. For every 
child we can get adopted, we don’t have 
to pick up the expenses for them. I 
think it is what God wants us to do. I 
am positive it is the right thing to do. 
I thank my colleagues for giving me 
this time to offer it. I hope we can find 
a way to do this. 

I yield my time. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am glad 

to join my colleague and cochair of the 
Congressional Coalition on Adoption, 
Senator LANDRIEU, in offering this 
amendment to the tax relief bill. 

Our amendment will renew two expir-
ing provisions of the Tax Code that are 
critically important to American fami-
lies: the adoption tax credit and the ex-
clusion for employer-provided adoption 
benefits. It will also modernize and im-
prove these provisions, in response to 
what we have learned families really 
need and want in this area. 

Not a week goes by that I don’t get a 
call, or an e-mail, or a visit from some-
one telling me what a help the adop-
tion tax credit is to them, and how im-
portant it is for Congress to renew it. 
As my colleagues all know, this credit 
was added to the Tax Code in 1996, fol-
lowing years of effort. The idea was to 
allow families to keep a little more of 
their own hard-earned money to help 
absorb the extraordinary costs of adop-
tion. 

Since these adoption tax benefits 
have gone into effect, tens of thousands 
of families have claimed it. More im-
portant, that means tens of thousands 
of children have, in part because of this 
tax credit, found loving, permanent 
adoptive homes. 
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Yet there are many, many children 

still waiting for that happy outcome— 
more than 100,000 in America, and more 
around the world, and the adoption tax 
credit will expire at the end of this 
year. Furthermore, in looking at how 
the credit has worked since 1996, we 
have discovered that not all families 
are equally able to use the tax credit to 
help them cope with the true costs of 
adoption. 

That is why at the beginning of this 
Congress, we introduced S. 148, the 
Hope For Children Act, to extend and 
improve the tax credit so that it can 
continue to help Americans form fami-
lies through adoption. That bill is co-
sponsored by seventeen of our col-
leagues, representing a wide political 
and geographic spectrum; the House of 
Representatives unanimously passed 
their version of the bill earlier today; 
and the bill has won the support of all 
segments of the adoption community. 
It is this bill, the Hope For Children 
Act, that is reflected in the amend-
ment we are offering today. 

There are families who are sitting at 
the kitchen table today, trying to fig-
ure out if they can afford to open their 
hearts and homes to a child through 
adoption. Let us send a strong message 
of hope to those families, and to the 
thousands of waiting children, by pass-
ing this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, adop-
tion is the right thing, at least as op-
posed to foster care. As I have been 
working on adoption issues for a long 
period of time, there is one thing I hear 
from kids who have been floating from 
one foster home to another, who have 
been in the system for a long period of 
time. What they want is a mom and a 
dad. What they really are saying is 
they want some permanency. 

One of the greatest sins of govern-
mental policy is in the adoption and 
foster care area, where people grow all 
the way through their teenage years 
and get to be 18 and are adults and 
never have a mom and a dad. 

Every child has a right to grow up in 
a safe and loving home. I hope my work 
on the Adoption and Safe Families Act, 
which succeeded in shortening the time 
lines for children in foster care, is a 
major effort towards this goal that we 
all seek. 

Included in the Adoption and Safe 
Family Act was a provision I authored 
to break down barriers when a family 
living in one jurisdiction wants to 
adopt a child in another jurisdiction. 

I compliment Senator LANDRIEU. She 
has been steadfast in her advocacy for 
adoption. Senator CRAIG has joined her 
to make adoption tax incentives a very 
strong bipartisan objective. I have been 
pleased to join these two distinguished 
Senators in the past on efforts they 
have made in this direction. I don’t 
know what the future holds exactly, 
but I promised the Senator from Lou-
isiana I would work with her and Sen-

ator CRAIG on their amendment and see 
what, if anything, we can do. We will 
have the weekend and Monday to work 
on that. Hopefully, we can accommo-
date in some way. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I very 
much appreciate the comments of both 
the Senator from Louisiana and the 
Senator from Iowa. This is a very fine 
amendment for lots of reasons, as has 
already been articulated here. I think 
we can find a way to get this done. I 
compliment the Senators. 

We know lots of families who would 
love to adopt a child. How wonderful it 
is for the families to be able to adopt a 
child. It means a great deal for the par-
ents to have those children. So many 
people want to have children and just 
cannot. I thank the Senator for what 
she is doing. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRASSLEY). I thank the Senator. 

The Senator from Florida, Mr. GRA-
HAM, is the next Senator to be recog-
nized to offer an amendment. 

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 

Senator from Florida will withhold, 
the Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
just like to say that on an earlier 
amendment I got a little carried away 
in being critical of it. In fact, I even 
suggested the amendment was more of 
a message amendment. I do recognize 
that, frankly, it was a very good-faith 
effort to meet a real concern; namely, 
whether we can meet our fiscal respon-
sibilities as we look to see whether 
these budget surpluses materialize or 
not. 

I do still think the amendment is not 
a good one, but not because it is not 
well intended. It is very well intended. 
The authors have worked very long and 
hard to try to figure out a way to make 
it work. But I think it is too com-
plicated. It is more in the nature of a 
Rube Goldberg solution. But it is very 
well intended. 

I compliment the Senators who of-
fered that amendment and tell them I 
respect their effort efforts. I just apolo-
gize to those Senators if they took per-
sonal offense at my earlier comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Flor-
ida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I re-
quest that I be notified when I have 
used 3 minutes of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will do so. 

AMENDMENT NO. 687 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this is 

the first of two amendments I will offer 
this evening. This amendment goes to 
the basic structure of the kind of ap-
proach Congress should take to reduc-
ing our Nation’s taxes. I support a sig-

nificant tax bill. I do not support the 
bill that is before us this evening. 

The second amendment I will offer 
will go to one of the reasons I do not 
support the bill, a specific defect which 
I think is illustrative of other defects 
within this legislation. 

The amendment we offer first raises 
two basic questions: Should we have a 
single tax bill that will absorb all of 
the funds which this Congress has de-
termined are appropriate to allocate to 
tax cuts for the next 11 years? And are 
we so prophetic that we can decide in 
May of 2001 what our total tax policy 
should be through the year 2011? 

As smart as we might be, I do not 
think we can meet that test. 

So I, with my colleague, Senator 
CORZINE, will argue that we should 
have a series of tax bills: A bill today, 
yes—a pause, a time for reflection, a 
time for examination of our economic 
circumstances, a time to reevaluate 
our surplus for the future—and then a 
thoughtful determination as to wheth-
er, for what purpose, and in what 
amount we should have a second tax 
bill. 

Why is this approach of one-at-a- 
time, rather than one, period, a more 
appropriate direction? First, there is 
the unreliability of an 11-year projec-
tion of surpluses. That issue has been 
discussed at length in several other 
contexts today. Second, there will be 
needs, some seen and some unforeseen, 
which will emerge in the next 11 years, 
that will justify tax cuts. But if we 
have already committed all of the re-
sources available for that purpose, we 
will not be able to attend to those. 

One of those needs we have learned 
about in the last few hours, as the 
President and the Vice President have 
announced a new energy strategy for 
America, much of which is based upon 
tax reductions in order to create incen-
tives for Americans in various enter-
prises to act in ways that will be ad-
vantageous to the Nation. 

And third, one-at-a-time gives us 
greater assurance that we will not drift 
into deficits, that we will not repeat in 
2001 what we did in 1981. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 3 minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, with 
that introduction, I would like to turn 
to my colleague and partner in this ef-
fort to discuss, if we have a series of 
tax bills, what should the first tax bill, 
the tax bill of May 2001 encompass. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 
to support my friend and colleague, the 
senior Senator from Florida. 

I very much agree and concur that 
we would be better served by a series of 
tax cuts that would provide for under-
standing where we are in the economy. 
As we move along in this process, we 
could fit circumstances much more ef-
fectively into that process. 

I have some trouble with the overall 
tax program we are considering. I have 
trouble with the issues with regard to 
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how this is formulated for debate. I 
compliment Senator BYRD for his truly 
remarkable comments this morning 
with regard to reconciliation. 

That said, there is trouble with the 
size, trouble with the structure and 
distribution, but maybe most impor-
tantly, as Senator GRAHAM and I are 
addressing, trouble with the timing. 

This tax structure we are about to 
vote on does too little at a time when 
we have real needs in a weakening, 
slowing, and, I think, very fragile econ-
omy. Seventy percent of this tax cut 
comes in the second 5 years, the out-
years, and only $10 billion in the cur-
rent year, and that is in a $10 trillion 
economy. It is one-tenth of 1 percent. 
It is like throwing a coin in an ocean. 
It will have little, if any, significant 
impact on the current state of our 
economy. 

There are real reasons to believe that 
there is a need for the current stim-
ulus. With the actions and words of the 
Federal Reserve just this week, with a 
remarkable additional 50-basis-point 
cut in interest rates, that is five times 
this year, with a total 250-basis-point 
cut, because of their serious concern. 
And their concern is demonstrated not 
only by what they have done but by 
their words when they have reviewed 
current economic conditions—seeing a 
decline in employment, a rise in the 
unemployment rate, weakness in pro-
ductivity numbers, which have been so 
much a part of suggestion that we have 
this great surplus. 

There has been a real undermining of 
one of the major sectors of our econ-
omy in technology, but also it has 
moved very substantially into our 
manufacturing sector. And there are 
concerns about overseas economic 
growth, which will have a very impor-
tant impact on our external accounts. 
There are many signs in our economy 
that give one great pause for concern 
about the fragility of our economy and 
its direction. We need a stimulus now. 

I think the program that the senior 
Senator from Florida has talked about 
in the Finance Committee, and we have 
discussed in this Chamber for now 2 
months, is an insurance policy that is 
fundamental to working hand in hand 
with the Federal Reserve to make sure 
we have a strong economy going for-
ward. 

Those rising tides do lift all boats. A 
strong economy is the best way to 
make sure all Americans benefit from 
our fiscal policy and how we manage 
our economic affairs. 

So I stand strongly in support of the 
approach Senator GRAHAM will outline. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how 

much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 

and a half minutes remain. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 

briefly outline the plan that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey and I have devel-
oped which we think meets the test of 
an economic insurance policy. We un-
derscore the words ‘‘insurance policy.’’ 

No one, frankly, knows what is over 
the horizon for the American economy. 
As the Senator from New Jersey just 
outlined, there are enough signs of con-
cern, signs that would raise apprehen-
sion, that a prudent family would say 
this is a time to buy an insurance pol-
icy that will protect us, that will begin 
to shift the risk, to the degree possible, 
of a possible economic decline. We are 
suggesting what the elements and the 
specifics of that economic insurance 
policy should be. 

We think it needs to be immediate. 
We are proposing that our bill take ef-
fect as of January 1, 2001, and that the 
benefits in this calendar year would be 
fully available in this calendar year. 

Second, it needs to be frontloaded. 
One of my criticisms of the bill before 
us, which talks about being an eco-
nomic stimulus bill, is that the total 
amount of tax relief that will be dis-
tributed in the form of marginal rate 
reductions in this fiscal year 2001 is 
less than $10 billion, in an economy ap-
proaching $8 trillion—in my judgment, 
a clearly inadequate commitment if we 
are serious about buying an economic 
insurance policy. 

We think it needs to be a substantial 
commitment. We have suggested that 
the substantial commitment would be 
in the range of $60 billion in the year 
2001 and in every year into the future. 

Economic experts from some of the 
most prestigious governmental and 
nongovernmental agencies in the coun-
try have told us they believe that a $60 
billion stimulus this year would in-
crease gross domestic product by be-
tween one-half and three-quarters of 1 
percent, everything else being unaf-
fected. We think that is a significant 
amount of economic growth at a time 
when that growth has substantially de-
clined. 

We believe this should be placed in 
the hands of those Americans most 
likely to spend it. So we build upon a 
concept that is in the President’s budg-
et or the President’s tax bill, and that 
is the addition of a 10-percent rate. But 
we alter the President’s proposal in 
two critical regards. First, his 10-per-
cent rate doesn’t go fully into effect 
until the year 2006. Ours is fully in ef-
fect as of January 2001. 

Second, his 10-percent rate covers the 
first $6,000 of taxable income for a sin-
gle person; $12,000 for a married couple. 
We would increase those numbers to 
$9,500 for a single American, and $19,000 
for a family. 

What would that mean for an Amer-
ican family, every American family 
that is earning $19,000 or more up to 
the richest American in the country? It 
would mean a $950 savings in their in-
come tax. We think that is a signifi-
cant amount of money, $35 every bi-
weekly pay period, $35 that would be 
going into the pocket of that American 
family to buy clothes for their chil-
dren, to make a downpayment on a re-
frigerator, all of the things they might 
want to use that money for, which is 
exactly what we need them to do in 

order to stimulate a demand starved 
economic decline. 

We also believe this plan needs to be 
simple. Complexity works against 
being able to get these funds into the 
hands of the Americans quickly enough 
to make a difference. We believe the 
critical quarters are going to be the 
last quarter of this fiscal year and the 
first quarter of 2002. That is the last 6 
months of calendar 2001. That is the 6- 
month period we need to impact. That 
is the 6-month period in which we will 
be putting $60 billion into the pockets 
of American families. We think that is 
a true economic insurance policy. 

If you believe the principle of let’s go 
one step at a time in prudently shaping 
our tax policy, as opposed to feeling 
that we have to throw a 100-yard-pass 
tax bill tonight that will govern us for 
the next 11 years and that the prudent 
first tax bill should be one that would 
relate to the primary challenge facing 
Americans today, which is the concern 
of a declining economy, an economy 
that might drift into a recession or a 
recession which could be deep and pro-
longed, then we have the opportunity 
today in this tax bill to play a positive 
role to ensure against those negative 
events. 

I urge the amendment be adopted, 
and I send the amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant bill clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 
for himself, Mr. CORZINE, and Mr. DAYTON, 
proposes an amendment numbered 687. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide for a substitute amend-

ment which amends the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide for a 10-percent in-
come tax rate bracket) 
Strike all after the first word and insert 

the following: 
1. SHORT TITLE; ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Economic Insurance Tax Cut of 2001’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—No amend-
ment made by this Act shall be treated as a 
change in a rate of tax for purposes of sec-
tion 15 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 
SEC. 2. 10-PERCENT INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 

FOR INDIVIDUALS. 
(a) RATES FOR 2001.—Section 1 (relating to 

tax imposed) is amended by striking sub-
sections (a) through (d) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(a) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING JOINT RE-
TURNS AND SURVIVING SPOUSES.—There is 
hereby imposed on the taxable income of— 

‘‘(1) every married individual (as defined in 
section 7703) who makes a single return 
jointly with his spouse under section 6013, 
and 
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‘‘(2) every surviving spouse (as defined in 

section 2(a)), 
a tax determined in accordance with the fol-
lowing table: 
‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is: 
Not over $19,000 .............. 10% of taxable income. 
Over $19,000 but not over 

$45,200.
$1,900, plus 15% of the ex-

cess over $19,000. 
Over $45,200 but not over 

$109,250.
$5,830, plus 28% of the ex-

cess over $45,200. 
Over $109,250 but not over 

$166,500.
$23,764, plus 31% of the 

excess over $109,250. 
Over $166,500 but not over 

$297,350.
$41,511.50, plus 36% of the 

excess over $166,500. 
Over $297,350................ ... $88,617.50, plus 39.6% of 

the excess over $297,350. 

‘‘(b) HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS.—There is here-
by imposed on the taxable income of every 
head of a household (as defined in section 
2(b)) a tax determined in accordance with the 
following table: 
‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is: 
Not over $14,250 .............. 10% of taxable income. 
Over $14,250 but not over 

$36,250.
$1,425, plus 15% of the ex-

cess over $14,250. 
Over $36,250 but not over 

$93,650.
$4,725, plus 28% of the ex-

cess over $36,250. 
Over $93,650 but not over 

$151,650.
$20,797, plus 31% of the 

excess over $93,650. 
Over $151,650 but not over 

$297,350.
$38,777, plus 36% of the 

excess over $151,650. 
Over $297,350................ ... $91,229, plus 39.6% of the 

excess over $297,350. 

‘‘(c) UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS (OTHER THAN 
SURVIVING SPOUSES AND HEADS OF HOUSE-
HOLDS).—There is hereby imposed on the tax-
able income of every individual (other than a 
surviving spouse as defined in section 2(a) or 
the head of a household as defined in section 
2(b)) who is not a married individual (as de-
fined in section 7703) a tax determined in ac-
cordance with the following table: 
‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is: 
Not over $9,500 ................ 10% of taxable income. 
Over $9,500 but not over 

$27,050.
$950, plus 15% of the ex-

cess over $9,500. 
Over $27,050 but not over 

$65,550.
$3,582.50, plus 28% of the 

excess over $27,050. 
Over $65,550 but not over 

$136,750.
$14,362.50, plus 31% of the 

excess over $65,550. 
Over $136,750 but not over 

$297,350.
$36,434.50, plus 36% of the 

excess over $136,750. 
Over $297,350................ ... $94,250.50, plus 39.6% of 

the excess over $297,350. 

‘‘(d) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPA-
RATE RETURNS.—There is hereby imposed on 
the taxable income of every married indi-
vidual (as defined in section 7703) who does 
not make a single return jointly with his 
spouse under section 6013, a tax determined 
in accordance with the following table: 
‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is: 
Not over $9,500 ................ 10% of taxable income. 
Over $9,500 but not over 

$22,600.
$950, plus 15% of the ex-

cess over $9,500. 
Over $22,600 but not over 

$54,625.
$2,915, plus 28% of the ex-

cess over $22,600. 
Over $54,625 but not over 

$83,250.
$11,882, plus 31% of the 

excess over $54,625. 
Over $83,250 but not over 

$148,675.
$20,755.75, plus 36% of the 

excess over $83,250. 
Over $148,675................ ... $44,308.75, plus 39.6% of 

the excess over 
$148,675.’’. 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT TO APPLY IN DE-
TERMINING RATES FOR 2002.—Subsection (f) of 
section 1 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘1993’’ in paragraph (1) and 
inserting ‘‘2001’’, 

(2) by striking ‘‘1992’’ in paragraph (3)(B) 
and inserting ‘‘2000’’, and 

(3) by striking paragraph (7). 
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) The following provisions are each 

amended by striking ‘‘1992’’ and inserting 
‘‘2000’’ each place it appears: 

(A) Section 25A(h). 
(B) Section 32(j)(1)(B). 
(C) Section 41(e)(5)(C). 
(D) Section 42(h)(3)(H)(i)(II). 
(E) Section 59(j)(2)(B). 

(F) Section 63(c)(4)(B). 
(G) Section 68(b)(2)(B). 
(H) Section 132(f)(6)(A)(ii). 
(I) Section 135(b)(2)(B)(ii). 
(J) Section 146(d)(2)(B). 
(K) Section 151(d)(4). 
(L) Section 220(g)(2). 
(M) Section 221(g)(1)(B). 
(N) Section 512(d)(2)(B). 
(O) Section 513(h)(2)(C)(ii). 
(P) Section 685(c)(3)(B). 
(Q) Section 877(a)(2). 
(R) Section 911(b)(2)(D)(ii)(II). 
(S) Section 2032A(a)(3)(B). 
(T) Section 2503(b)(2)(B). 
(U) Section 2631(c)(2). 
(V) Section 4001(e)(1)(B). 
(W) Section 4261(e)(4)(A)(ii). 
(X) Section 6039F(d). 
(Y) Section 6323(i)(4)(B). 
(Z) Section 6334(g)(1)(B). 
(AA) Section 6601(j)(3)(B). 
(BB) Section 7430(c)(1). 
(2) Subclause (II) of section 42(h)(6)(G)(i) is 

amended by striking ‘‘1987’’ and inserting 
‘‘2000’’. 

(d) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(1) Section 1(g)(7)(B)(ii)(II) is amended by 
striking ‘‘15 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘10 per-
cent’’. 

(2) Section 1(h) is amended by striking 
paragraph (13). 

(3) Section 3402(p)(1)(B) is amended by 
striking ‘‘7, 15, 28, or 31 percent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘5, 10, 15, 28, or 31 percent’’. 

(4) Section 3402(p)(2) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘15 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘10 percent’’. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF WITHHOLDING TA-
BLES.—Section 3402(a) (relating to require-
ment of withholding) is amended by adding 
at the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) CHANGES MADE BY SECTION 2 OF THE 
ECONOMIC INSURANCE TAX CUT OF 2001.—Not-
withstanding the provisions of this sub-
section, the Secretary shall modify the ta-
bles and procedures under paragraph (1) 
through the reduction of the amount of with-
holding required with respect to taxable 
years beginning in calendar year 2001 to re-
flect the effective date of the amendments 
made by section 2 of the Economic Insurance 
Tax Cut of 2001, and such modification shall 
take effect on the first day of the first 
month beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of such Act.’’ 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO WITHHOLDING PROVI-
SIONS.—The amendments made by para-
graphs (3) and (4) of subsection (d) shall 
apply to amounts paid after December 31, 
2000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I wonder if I could 
reserve the time on this amendment. 
The Senator had another amendment 
he was going to offer. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Would the Senator 

proceed to that right away. 
AMENDMENT NO. 688 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
second amendment I have is not of the 
broad sweep of the amendment we have 
just been discussing, but it points out, 
maybe as a metaphor, some of the 
problems in this legislation. This bill 
proposes to repeal the estate tax in the 
year 2011. That same proposal was 
made by President Bush with a big dif-
ference. 

The estate tax is a shared source of 
income. The States get approximately 
20 percent of the estate tax which is 
collected at the Federal level; 80 per-
cent stays in the National Treasury. 
What President Bush had suggested 
was that there be an equal phase-out of 
the State share and of the Federal 
share. That is not what is in the bill 
before us tonight, unfortunately. 

What we have before us tonight is a 
bill which would say that beginning 
January 1, 2002, just a little more than 
7 months from now, the State share 
would be cut in half. Then it says that 
there will be gradual further reduc-
tions and then January 1, 2005, the 
State share would be zero. 

The Federal share, on the other hand, 
continues in effect until the year 2011. 
So effectively, what we are saying, 
with apparently no consultation with 
our brethren in the States, is that they 
are going to take the hit first because 
we are the ones who decide who has to 
carry the burden first. I think that is 
egregiously unfair in our Federalist 
system. It also is going to put States in 
this position. 

I was talking earlier today with the 
former Governor of Ohio, our col-
league, Senator VOINOVICH. Ohio is one 
of a number of States which has a bien-
nial budget; that is, they develop a 
budget, and it lasts for 24 months. They 
will be starting their next 24-month pe-
riod on July 1 of this year. 

What we are going to say is they are 
going to build a 2-year budget predi-
cated on receiving their share of the 
Federal estate tax. They are going to 
find that 6 months into a 24-month pe-
riod half of that money has evaporated 
because we have elected to make them 
our friends and fellow colleagues in 
this wonderful Federal system. We 
have made them have their share of the 
estate tax cut occur, in this case, 10 
years before the Federal share of reduc-
tion really begins to kick in and to-
tally 6 years before the Federal reduc-
tion becomes fact. 

What policy rationale can there be 
for us to treat the 50 States in the way 
that this bill purports to do? 

The amendment I have offered will 
get to exactly the same destination. 
The estate tax will be repealed. There 
will be zero income for the States. 
There will be zero income for the Fed-
eral Government because there won’t 
be any tax to produce any income. But 
it does what the President has sug-
gested—that we do it fairly; that both 
sides of this partnership, both husband 
and wife, share equally and proportion-
ately in the decline of their revenue. 

There are many of us who pride our-
selves on being Jeffersonian Federal-
ists. We believe in local government. 
We vote to send more responsibilities 
down to local governments. We are 
about to change our labels. We are be-
coming situational Federalists. We 
want the States to have more local 
control when it is to our benefit. But 
now that we have this opportunity to 
essentially raid their income, because 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:31 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5098 May 17, 2001 
they are not going to be up here vot-
ing, other than those of us who rep-
resent our constituents in the States— 
of course, the U.S. Senate was pecu-
liarly established to be the representa-
tives of the interests of States, so we 
ought not to be the body leading this 
way. We should not be the body fight-
ing the recommendation of President 
Bush to be fair and equitable. We 
should be the body which is expressing 
its recognition of the importance of the 
States and the relationship with the 
National Government. 

This proposal, in my judgment, goes 
180 degrees in the opposite direction. 
So my amendment is simple. It says, 
yes, we are going to repeal the estate 
tax; yes, we are going to do it in the 
same number of years as has been sug-
gested; but we are going to treat both 
sides of this partnership—the States 
and the Federal Government—equally 
and proportionately as we do so. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 
Mr. President, I send the amendment 

to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM] 

proposes an amendment numbered 688. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide a reduction in State es-

tate tax revenues in proportion to the re-
duction in Federal estate tax revenues) 
Beginning on page 64, line 17, strike all 

through page 66, before line 2, and insert: 
Subtitle B—Reduction of Gift Tax Rate 

SEC. 511. REDUCTION OF GIFT TAX RATE AFTER 
REPEAL. 

On page 66, line 2, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert 
‘‘(a)’’. 

On page 67, line 1, strike ‘‘(e)’’ and insert 
‘‘(b)’’. 

Beginning on page 67, line 12, strike all 
through page 68, line 6, and insert: 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to gifts 
made after December 31, 2010. 

On page 68, strike the table between lines 
14 and 15, and insert: 
‘‘In the case of estates 

of decedents dying 
during: 

The applicable 
exclusion amount 

is: 
2002 and 2003 .............. $1,000,000
2004, 2005, and 2006 ..... $2,000,000
2007, 2008, 2009, and 
2010 ........................... $3,000,000.’’. 

Beginning on page 70, line 20, strike all 
through page 79, line 6. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
State death tax credit is one of the last 
vestiges of revenue sharing. The State 
has a luxury of not having an estate 
tax and just waiting for a portion of 
the Federal estate tax to be allocated 
to the State treasury. 

What we have tried to do in this 
mark is, in a fair way, allow the States 
to review the concerns of their citizens, 

and if they want to have their own 
death tax, then any tax paid to the 
States will be fully deductible on the 
final return. This will be phased in over 
the next 5 years, and it will be phased 
in over the next 5 years until repealed. 
In fact, the tax money will be paid out 
over the next 7 years. 

The States will have plenty of time 
for their legislatures to meet and de-
cide on a State-by-State level if they 
want to maintain the death tax. 

Unlike the House amendment by 
Congressman RANGEL, we did not re-
peal the credit immediately. But if the 
Federal Government does not collect 
the money, it is not ours to share. 
State death tax credit current law 
states up to $2.5 million. The rate is 8 
percent. Total tax is $146,800. Our relief 
act before us—the act of 2001—is iden-
tical. The top rate of 16 percent is only 
collected on estates over $10 million. 
The number of Florida estates, for ex-
ample, over $10 million is 126. The num-
ber of Iowa estates over $10 million is 
22. 

In addition, at the expense of the 
American taxpayers, the Senator from 
Florida is taking care of State govern-
ments. He postpones the unified credit 
increase for years. The act before us 
gives a $3 million credit by the year 
2005. The Senator postpones $3 million 
until the year 2007, and he never 
reaches $3.5 million or $4 million at the 
expense of the American taxpayers. 

So I think it is very important that 
we take a good look at this. Again, I 
want to remind everybody that we 
have tried to—in this estate tax provi-
sion of this bill, the phasing out of the 
estate tax is a controversial issue, even 
with those of us who have agreed to 
this bipartisan agreement. But what is 
not controversial is the way in which 
this bipartisan portion of our overall 
legislation, the estate tax provision, 
was worked out—very carefully, in a 
nonemotional, nonpolitical way, be-
tween Senator LINCOLN on the one 
hand—she is a Democrat—and Senator 
KYL on the other hand, being a Repub-
lican—working these things out. And 
except for those who do not believe 
there should be any total repeal of the 
estate tax, even in the year 2001, this 
was a well-accepted compromise that is 
in this mark. 

Obviously, this provision by the Sen-
ator from Florida detracts from that. 
That is why we ask that it be defeated 
when we vote on it Monday. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. GRAHAM. How much time re-

mains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine 

minutes, 20 seconds. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Parliamentary in-

quiry: If we do not use all of our time 
this evening, will we have any of that 
time available on Monday prior to the 
actual consideration of these amend-
ments or do we use it or lose it without 
using it tonight? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the unanimous consent agreement, 

there is no provision for additional 
time. However, there is time for debate 
on the bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM. So the answer is, if we 
don’t use the time available tonight, it 
will not be carried over until Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is not a threat to 
use all 9 minutes but a small sliver. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I have 
great regard for Senator GRASSLEY. I 
know how hard he has worked on this 
bill, as he has on other issues. As he 
said earlier tonight, he is prepared to 
work on issues such as prescription 
drugs for Medicare. I appreciate that, 
and I have enjoyed the many times we 
have been colleagues to achieve public 
policy objectives. 

I just say I think this is one of those 
issues on which maybe we have to 
agree to disagree. This is not a new re-
lationship. Since 1924, the States have 
been participating with the Federal 
Government in the estate tax, and 35 
States have no other estate tax than 
the share they get through their par-
ticipation in the Federal tax. In fact, 
in my State, it is in the State constitu-
tion that the only estate tax that can 
be collected is that which comes as a 
State credit on the Federal estate tax. 

So while it might appear to be easy 
for the States as we are repealing the 
estate tax, it is obviously not going to 
be easy and for some States virtually 
impossible. 

I go back to the example Senator 
VOINOVICH gave to me earlier today of 
his own State, which is a binding budg-
et situation. They had written their 
budget, or are about to, for 24 months 
beginning July 1 of this year, and now 
they are going to lose approximately 
half—we do not have the exact State- 
by-State numbers, but a significant 
percentage of this source of revenue. 
That is a very difficult fiscal position 
for us to put our friends and colleagues 
in the 50 States in and I think unneces-
sarily. 

President Bush had recommended 
this reduction be done proportionately. 
I, frankly, assumed it was being done 
proportionately until someone pointed 
out that we were deviating from what 
the President had recommended. I be-
lieve this is kind of a ‘‘gotcha’’ ap-
proach to the States as they are so 
deep into already committing them-
selves for at least 1 and maybe 2 fiscal 
years. In the case of my State, our leg-
islature finished its business on May 4 
or 5, with the budget to go into effect 
on the first of July. It has in it ap-
proximately $775 million as our State’s 
share of the estate tax. Almost half of 
that is going to evaporate as of the 
first of January, halfway through the 
fiscal year. 

The irony of this is that we talk 
about we want to do something for the 
American taxpayer. The American tax-
payer pays taxes at all levels of govern-
ment. If we take a substantial share of 
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this source of revenue away from the 
States in a precipitous move for which 
they have been unable to plan, what 
are the States going to do? Are they 
going to have to raise property taxes to 
fill the gap? Are they going to have to 
raise sales taxes to fill the gap? Are 
they going to have to find some other 
source of revenue or begin well into 
their fiscal year to make significant 
cuts in services? And what is the serv-
ice that States provide? 

For my State and most States, half 
or more of the total State revenue is 
spent on one function. What is that 
function? We ought to know it well be-
cause we just spent the last 2 weeks 
talking about how committed we were 
to it. What is the function? Education. 
That is what States do with over half 
of their money. 

If we think it is important for us to 
spend 2 weeks debating the 7 percent of 
public education which is financed 
from Washington, we certainly deserve 
to spend some time discussing the ap-
proximately 55 percent of education 
which is paid by the States. The bal-
ance between the Federal 7 and the 
State’s 55 is what is paid at the local 
level, largely through property taxes. 

We seem to be, at least in the 
amount of attention that is being given 
to this, indifferent to what we are 
doing to our American taxpayers in 
terms of their State responsibilities 
and what we are doing to American 
education by destabilizing the primary 
source of financing for American edu-
cation, which is the 50 States. 

Mr. President, hoping that I have not 
used all of the 9 minutes, I will con-
clude by saying I think this is going to 
be a test of whether we really are seri-
ous, committed Federalists and think 
that respect and dignity across levels 
of government is an important part of 
the oil that makes this very intricate 
Federal system work and that indiffer-
ence, bordering on rudeness, toward 
the States is what could cause it to 
begin to grind the gears. 

I believe the adoption of this amend-
ment, which is the proposal made by 
President Bush, which is a proposal 
that gets to exactly the same destina-
tion as the advocates of repeal of the 
estate tax would do but do it in a fair 
and equitable manner as between our 
50 States and our Federal Government, 
is an extremely important statement 
of our commitment to federalism. I 
urge the adoption of this amendment 
when it comes for a vote on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I will 
take a couple minutes, and then I be-
lieve we are done. 

To respond in a short fashion to what 
the Senator from Florida said, we have 
14 States that have a separate inherit-
ance tax. In addition, the tax due to 
the State will continue to be paid 
through the year 2007. 

The repeal basically happens because 
we increase the unified credit so rap-
idly, and this is a direct result of the 

American taxpayers having spoken by 
the thousands that they want imme-
diate relief. 

The President of the United States in 
his proposal did his death tax repeal 
with $260 billion. The bill before us 
does it with $145 billion. 

The President does not increase the 
unified credit. So, yes, his plan is a 
proportionate reduction, but the Sen-
ate and the taxpayers wanted imme-
diate relief, and that is why we end up 
where we are. 

Obviously, there are problems for 
some Senators. I respect their objec-
tion, but we did it in the best way we 
could in a compromising fashion, try-
ing to do as much as we could with a 
lesser amount of money than what the 
President was trying to do in his tax 
program, and do it in a bipartisan fash-
ion. 

As we end this evening’s debate, and 
we will continue it Monday with votes 
well into Monday evening to finish this 
bill, I hope I can speak for people who 
have wanted to see a tax bill passed, 
and that includes Senator BAUCUS and 
me, that we have defeated amendments 
that have come before this body to 
change this legislation. 

If we had taken the second alter-
native of bringing this bill before this 
body, that second alternative would 
have been perhaps—if we had been for-
tunate—a Republican-only measure 
that would have been voted on in com-
mittee 10–10. I believe a lot of the 
amendments we defeated today would 
have been adopted. 

We brought a bipartisan bill out of 
committee 14–6. We have had quite a 
few bipartisan votes today. I hope peo-
ple who are reflecting upon what they 
want in a tax bill, if they have what 
they want without the bipartisan co-
operation—when I say ‘‘what they 
want,’’ again I remind everybody this 
is a work of compromise—more impor-
tantly, bipartisan compromise—so no-
body has really gotten what they want. 
But I know there is more of an urgency 
on my side for the reduction of mar-
ginal rates than there is maybe on the 
other side. 

It could be that people on my side do 
not like the 36 percent that I agreed to 
with Senator BAUCUS, but looking at 
some of these votes, and particularly 
how hard Senator BAUCUS was working 
to make sure this bipartisan position 
won, without that, some of these 
amendments, and maybe a lot of oth-
ers, would have been adopted. 

I say that because there is Friday, 
Saturday, and Sunday to think about 
this before we adopt a final bill, and 
then there is Tuesday and Wednesday— 
and maybe not even that much time— 
to work on a conference report with 
which Senator BAUCUS is going to be 
involved. We have to think in terms of 
what is possible to get through here 
when it comes out of conference. 

I don’t really know how to end this 
except to say that we worked hard for 
4 months to get where we are. I hope 
people realize what we have put to-

gether has been sustained. We ought to 
think about that as people who may 
not be totally satisfied with what we 
are going to pass in the Senate try to 
use the rest of the process to gain 
something that is not doable in the 
final analysis. 

I would like to have everybody think 
between now and when that conference 
committee has to end sometime not 
too far down in the future, to be a lit-
tle bit realistic. I think I have been re-
alistic. I think Senator BAUCUS has 
been realistic or we wouldn’t be here in 
the first place. For sure, we wouldn’t 
be here sustaining this mark the way 
we have. 

I ask my colleagues, particularly on 
my side of the aisle, to think of this for 
the next few days. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I urge 
the Senate to heed the wise words of 
the chairman of the committee. They 
were important. That is, in the final 
analysis, this will come down to wheth-
er there are 51 votes to adopt the con-
ference report. This is an evenly di-
vided Senate, 50/50, for all intents and 
purposes. I am sure the Vice President 
can break the tie, but it is basically 50/ 
50 and it comes down to whether there 
are 50 or 51 votes. 

I do believe very strongly that the 
bill we are working on today is a very 
significant improvement from my 
point over what we otherwise would be 
passing in this body and that it is a bill 
very similar to that offered by the 
President and passed by the House. 

This bill before the Senate today is 
much better in terms of distribution, 
child tax credit, refundability, more 
for education, tuition deduction pro-
vided for, a whole host of provisions. It 
is a lot better from my point of view 
and the point of view of the vast major-
ity of Members of this side. 

I urge Members, as our very wise 
chairman has said, to think about this 
over the next several days, because 
when we do come back from con-
ference, the conferees are going to have 
to come up with the result, to sustain 
not only in the House, which is very 
easy, but to sustain in the Senate, 
which is more difficult. 

I urge the conferees and I urge Sen-
ators to be prudent, wise, and to re-
member there must be 51 votes in the 
Senate to adopt a conference report. I 
commend the chairman of our com-
mittee, but particularly Members on 
my side of the aisle who have offered 
amendments. There have been good 
amendments, very well intended, and I 
wish I could have ordered more of 
them. I could not, in the view to get a 
better bill for all Senators, Democrats 
and Republicans. 

I think it is important for all Sen-
ators to vote for a tax cut that they 
think is better than otherwise we 
would be facing. Some Senators are not 
going to vote for a tax vote that the 
conferees will bring back. It will not 
happen. But I think it is my responsi-
bility to bring back a conference report 
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for which some Senators on my side of 
the aisle can vote. It is my hope we can 
bring back a conference report that 
does have the support not only of 51 
Senators but significantly more than 
51 Senators so it truly is bipartisan. 
That very much depends on the con-
ferees. 

I thank my good friend from Iowa 
who has been so decent and straight-
forward and honest as the day is long, 
a very wonderful person. We have more 
miles to travel, and my expectation is 
we will travel those in the same spirit 
of cooperation. 

I see my good friend from New Jersey 
standing ready to leave. I say to my 
good friend from New Jersey, I appre-
ciate his efforts, particularly on the 
stimulus amendment. There will be an-
other day when we can adopt very good 
amendments as proposed by my friends 
from Florida as well as New Jersey. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 18, 2001, 
AND MONDAY, MAY 21, 2001 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business today, it adjourn 
until the hour of 10 a.m. on Friday, 
May 18, for a pro forma session only. 
No business will be conducted during 
Friday’s session of the Senate. I fur-
ther ask that, on Friday, the Senate 
immediately adjourn until 9:30 a.m. on 
Monday, May 21, and immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then resume consideration of the 
reconciliation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. GRASSLEY. For the information 
of all Senators, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the reconciliation bill 
at 9:30 a.m. on Monday. There will be 
approximately 8 hours for final re-
marks on the bill and debate on a few 
amendments. Under the previous order, 
the Carnahan amendment will be the 
first vote in a series to begin at 6 p.m. 
on Monday. Senators may expect nu-
merous votes to follow, including final 
passage of H.R. 1836, the tax reconcili-
ation bill. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
at 11:28 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
May 18, 2001, at 10 a.m. 

N O T I C E 

Incomplete record of Senate proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows, 
today’s Senate proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 16, 2001: 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

ANGELA ANTONELLI, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE CHIEF FINAN-
CIAL OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, VICE RICHARD F. KEEVEY. 

UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

LORI A. FORMAN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, VICE ROBERT C. RAN-
DOLPH, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

PIERRE-RICHARD PROSPER, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR AT LARGE FOR WAR CRIMES ISSUES, VICE 
DAVID J. SCHEFFER. 

CHARLES J. SWINDELLS, OF OREGON, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO NEW ZEALAND, 
AND TO SERVE CONCURRENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDI-
TIONAL COMPENSATION AS AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO SAMOA. 

MARGARET DEBARDELEBEN TUTWILER, OF ALABAMA, 
TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE KINGDOM OF MOROCCO. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR A REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TION 531: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

JEFFREY E. FRY, 0000 

To be major 

GEORGE A. MAYLEBEN, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be colonel 

JOHN R. MATHEWS, 0000 
WILLIAM M. MENNING, 0000 
KARL C. THOMPSON, 0000 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate May 17, 2001: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ROBERT E. FABRICANT, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE AN AS-
SISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY, VICE GARY S. GUZY, RESIGNED. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

ALLEN FREDERICK JOHNSON, OF IOWA, TO BE CHIEF 
AGRICULTURAL NEGOTIATOR, OFFICE OF THE UNITED 
STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, WITH THE RANK OF 
AMBASSADOR, VICE GREGORY M. FRAZIER. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

GEORGE L. ARGYROS, SR., OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO SPAIN, AND TO 
SERVE CONCURRENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDITIONAL COM-
PENSATION AS AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO ANDORRA. 

HOWARD H. BAKER, JR., OF TENNESSEE, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO JAPAN. 

THE JUDICIARY 

SAM E. HADDON, OF MONTANA, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF MONTANA, VICE 
CHARLES C. LOVELL, RETIRED. 

RICHARD F. CEBULL, OF MONTANA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF MON-
TANA, VICE JACK D. SHANSTROM, RETIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

DONALD BURNHAM ENSENAT, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE 
CHIEF OF PROTOCOL, AND TO HAVE THE RANK OF AM-
BASSADOR DURING HIS TENURE OF SERVICE, VICE MARY 
MEL FRENCH. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 17, 2001: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

VICTORIA CLARKE, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

WILLIAM J. HAYNES II, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE GEN-
ERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES 

JOHN E. ROBSON, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE PRESIDENT OF 
THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES FOR 
A TERM EXPIRING JANUARY 20, 2005. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:31 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 9801 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E819May 17, 2001

FALLEN HERO SURVIVOR BENEFIT
FAIRNESS ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. JACK QUINN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 2001

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 1727, the Fallen Hero Survivor
Benefit Act.

Under the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, sur-
vivor benefits are paid to the spouse and chil-
dren of a slain public safety officer only if the
officer was killed on or before December 31,
1996. H.R. 1727 would extend the inclusion to
survivor benefits regardless of when the officer
died. It will provide $46 million in tax relief
over 10 years to the families of officers killed
in the line of duty.

On average, one law enforcement officer is
killed every 57 hours. Since 1991, there have
been 1,555 federal, state and local law en-
forcement fatalities, 72 percent of those offi-
cers killed were married. For every officer
killed, 1.85 children lost a parent.

Two police officers from my district of Buf-
falo, New York were killed in two years while
honoring their duties. Officer Robert M.
McClennan was hit by a car and killed while
in pursuit of a suspect. Officer Charles ‘‘Skip’’
McDougal was off duty when he was brutally
gunned down on the East Side of Buffalo. He
left behind a wife and children. Too many fam-
ilies are left in this dire situation with out the
help they need.

While we cannot possibly remedy the emo-
tional suffering these families have endured,
we can help alleviate some of the financial
hardship by passing this important legislation.

f

IN SINCERE TRIBUTE TO SHIRLEY
PRUSSIN—LONG TIME ACTIVIST
AND DEMOCRATIC CONSCIENCE
OF THE CENTRAL COAST

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, it is
my privilege today to honor Shirley Prussin of
Monterey County, California, on her 80th birth-
day, May 16, 2001. Inspired by Eleanor Roo-
sevelt, Shirley has advocated for human rights
throughout her active life.

Raised during the depression and coming of
age during World War II, Shirley experienced
the hardships and challenges of that genera-
tion. A native New Yorker, Shirley graduated
from Brooklyn College in 1941 and shortly
thereafter married Sam Prussin, a chemical
engineer. As many returning veterans from
World War II, the young Prussin family had a
difficult time finding housing. This experience
left a lasting impression on Shirley as she
began her life dedicated to political activism.

Moving to Southern California in 1947, Shir-
ley got her first taste of politics working for
Tom Rees’ race for the California State As-
sembly. This was just the beginning of a long
list of Democratic campaigns Shirley would
work on throughout her life, including my own.
She was a tireless volunteer and leader in the
party, working for the local Democratic Party
headquarters during elections in Los Angles
and later on in Monterey County.

Shirley’s proudest moments were in the
1960’s when she participated in Another Moth-
er For Peace movement. She was a grass-
roots organizer and educated voters to lobby
their legislators to end the war in Vietnam.
Today she carries on her grassroots work ad-
vocating for reproductive freedom and human
rights.

Shirley first moved to Monterey County, in
1975. The depth of her commitment to our
community is truly outstanding. Shirley has
had a leadership role in the ACLU, the Demo-
cratic Womens Club, the Reproductive Rights
Coalition, the YWCA and Planned Parenthood.
With her keen intellect and determination com-
bined with her grace and warmth, Shirley has
made a significant contribution to human rights
for all individuals.

While doing all of this, Shirley also taught
math and science to gifted students, was a
businesswoman, a wife and mother of two
sons. Humanitarian, social activist, Democratic
leader, feminist, and steadfast friend, Shirley
Prussin inspires and touches the lives of all
who know her.

f

WE THE PEOPLE—THE CITIZEN
AND THE CONSTITUTION PRO-
GRAM

HON. DAVID WU
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, on April 21–23, 2001
more than 1200 students from across the
United States came to Washington, D.C. to
compete in the national finals of the We the
People . . . The Citizen and the Constitution
program. I am proud to announce that the
class from Lincoln High School from Portland,
Oregon placed third. I am also pleased to
have been able to spend some time with the
students. These young scholars have worked
diligently to reach the national finals and
through their experience have gained a deep
knowledge and understanding of the funda-
mental principles and values of our constitu-
tional democracy.

The names of the students are: Brett Bell,
Michael Blank, Ben Brewer, Chris Chamness,
Greg Damis-Wulff, Alex Dewar, David Dickey-
Griffith, Heather Dunlap, Jenni Hamni, Jennifer
Hill, Scott Huan, Nick Johnson, Kathayoon
Khalil, Cali Lanza-Weil, Jennelle Milam, Jona-
than Pulvers, Julie Rhew, Katie Rose, Andrew
Rosenthal, Anay Shah, Chris Shay, Rafael
Spielman, Jason Trombley, Jessica

Vandermeer, Oliver Vandermeer, Ben Walsh,
Colleen Wearn.

I would also like to recognize their teacher,
Jennifer Vaught, who deserves much of the
credit for the success of the class.

We the People... The Citizen and the Con-
stitution is the most extensive educational pro-
gram in the country developed specifically to
educate young people about the Constitution
and Bill of Rights. The three-day national com-
petition is modeled after hearings in the United
States Congress. These hearings consist of
oral presentations by high school students be-
fore a panel of adult judges. The students’ tes-
timony is followed by a period of questioning
by the simulated congressional committee.
The judges probe students for their depth of
understanding and ability to apply their con-
stitutional knowledge.

The 250th anniversary of James Madison’s
birth in 1751 offers an appropriate opportunity
to examine this Founder’s contributions to
American constitutionalism and politics. To this
end, the Center for Civic Education has col-
laborated with James Madison’s Montpelier to
produce a supplement to We the People...The
Citizen and the Constitution. The national
finals will include questions on Madison and
his legacy.

Following the 1999 national finals competi-
tion, a random sample of participating stu-
dents was surveyed. Findings suggest that na-
tional finalists are more knowledgeable across
virtually every aspect of civic education meas-
ured than national samples of high school
seniors, college freshmen, and adults. They
are less cynical about politics and public offi-
cials and participate in politics at a higher rate
than do their peers. For example, when com-
pared with various nationally representative
samples, We the People... students scored an
average of 25 percent higher on knowledge of
democratic institutions and processes than
students tested in the National Assessment for
Educational Progress (NAEP).

Administered by the Center for Civic Edu-
cation, the We the People... program has pro-
vided curricular materials at upper elementary,
middle, and high school levels for more than
26.5 million students nationwide. The program
provides students with a working knowledge of
our Constitution, Bill of Rights, and the prin-
ciples of democratic government. Members of
Congress and their staff enhance the program
by discussing current constitutional issues with
students and teachers and by participating in
other educational activities.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MIKE McINTYRE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday, May
15, 2001, I was unavoidably absent for rollcall
votes 109 through 113. Had I been present I
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 109,

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 05:12 May 18, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A17MY8.000 pfrm08 PsN: E17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE820 May 17, 2001
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 110, ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall
vote 111, ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 112, and ‘‘yea’’ on
rollcall 113.

f

ROC PRESIDENT CHEN SHUI-BIAN
MAKES A BRIEF STOPOVER IN
NEW YORK

HON. MAURICE D. HINCHEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, Republic of
China President Chen Shui-bian will be mak-
ing a goodwill tour of Latin American later this
month and will be stopping briefly in New
York. We welcome this distinguished visitor to
New York and hope that he will come back to
the United States more often.

Moreover, May 20th marks President Chen
Shui-bian’s first anniversary in office. Voters in
Taiwan have given President Chen high ap-
proval ratings during his presidency. He has
maintained a slow but steady economic
growth, minimizing the impact of a worldwide
economic slowdown on Taiwan’s economy.
Abroad, President Chen has been strength-
ening relations with allies and friends and con-
tinues to pursue a fruitful dialogue with leaders
in the People’s Republic of China. Due in part
to President Chen’s diplomatic efforts, peace
continues to reign in the Taiwan Strait.

President Chen has also fortified Taiwan’s
relations with the U.S. Taiwan is the eighth
largest trading partner of the United States.
Taiwanese tourists and students all prefer the
United States and spend their dollars here. Bi-
lateral relations between Taiwan and the U.S.
are excellent. Both countries share the same
fundamental values of freedom, democracy,
human rights, peace and prosperity.

I am pleased to express my congratulations
to President Chen on his first anniversary in
office and to wish him a pleasant and produc-
tive visit to my home state of New York.

f

EXPEDITING CONSTRUCTION OF
WORLD WAR II MEMORIAL IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SPEECH OF

HON. BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 2001

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, on May 15,
2001 I cast a vote in error. On Rollcall vote
No. 109 I voted ‘‘nay,’’ when I should have
voted ‘‘yea.’’ This vote, on whether Congress
should expedite the construction of the World
War II Memorial on the Mall in Washington,
D.C., was a very important vote not only for
me, but for all the World War II veterans in my
district including my father and father-in-law,
and in our country.

Mr. Speaker, the mixup with my vote oc-
curred because I thought we were voting on
approving the previous day’s minutes, com-
monly called the Journal Vote. This is usually
the first vote of each day we are in session,
and it is a vote I always vote ‘‘nay’’ upon be-

cause I never read the minutes and therefore
am not in a position to approve them.

However, the first vote on Tuesday, May 15
was the vote on the World War II Memorial.
Again, I want to emphasize that I should have
and would have voted yes because our World
War II veterans, who are passing away at a
rate of 1,000 a day, deserve no less.

The National Capital Planning Commission
and the Commission on Fine Arts are respon-
sible for approving the design and location of
the memorial. Since planning began in 1995,
the commissions have held 22 public meetings
between them, and each has voted to approve
the memorial no less than five times. I strongly
believe construction should be completed
quickly so as many Americans as possible
from the generation Tom Brokaw calls ‘‘the
greatest’’ will be alive to receive the national
tribute that every American owes to these
brave veterans.

It is a shame that the planning of this me-
morial has taken longer than the actual war. It
is time we honor these veterans with their own
memorial.

f

EXPEDITING CONSTRUCTION OF
WORLD WAR II MEMORIAL IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SPEECH OF

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 2001

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
reluctantly voted against H.R. 1696 in the be-
lief that the Congress should not intervene in
the established procedures and legal require-
ments related to the siting of the National
World War II Memorial on the National Mall
and in a fashion that aborts any judicial pro-
ceedings regarding the Memorial’s proposed
characteristics, the administrative procedures,
or the siting. This is especially necessary
since the precise proposed location on the
Mall and its design are so controversial. We
certainly and emphatically do want to honor
these veterans who served in World War II,
‘‘the Greatest Generation,’’ when as many of
them as possible are still alive, but Congress
should not have intervened in the instance
without appropriate hearings and in such an ir-
regular manner.

f

ANNUAL CONGRESSIONAL ARTS
COMPETITION PARTICIPANTS
HONORED

HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, once
again, I come to the floor to recognize the
great success of strong local school systems
working with dedicated parents and teachers
in raising young men and women. I rise today
to congratulate and honor 30 outstanding high
school artists from the 11th Congressional
District of New Jersey. Each of these talented

students participated in the Annual Congres-
sional Arts Competition, ‘‘An Artistic Dis-
covery’’ and they are honored at a reception
and exhibit in Madison, New Jersey. Their
works are exceptional!

Mr. Speaker, I would like to list each of
them, their high school, and their contest en-
tries for the official RECORD.

We had 30 students participate. That is a
tremendous response and we’d very much like
to build on that for next year’s competition.

This year, Mr. Speaker, the winner of ‘‘An
Artistic Discovery’’ was Yuan Gao from
Montville High School for the work entitled
‘‘Unfinished Drink.’’ Second place went to Mi-
chael Lyons from Morris Knolls High School
for ‘‘Colored.’’ Third place went to Daniel I.
Jedell from Montville High School for ‘‘Black
Diamond Trail.’’ The Viewer’s Choice Award
was given to Caroline from Wurster of Ridge
High School for ‘‘While Visions of Sugar
Plums Danced in Their Heads.’’

Honorable mentions were awarded to Peter
Donahue of Morris Knolls High School for
‘‘The Spare Room,’’ Matthew Schwartz from
Morris Hills High School for ‘‘Morning Drive,’’
Dominik Cymer from Ridge High School for
‘‘Abracadabra,’’ Amy Nemeth from Boonton
High School for ‘‘High School,’’ Michael Hrynio
from Dover High School for ‘‘Remember
When,’’ and Nelson Chen from Morris Knolls
High School for ‘‘Life.’’

Excellent art work was also submitted by
Tara Kreitter of the Academy of St. Elizabeth,
untitled; Jenny Blankenship of Boonton High
School, ‘‘Self Portrait;’’ Ashley Lamwers of
Boonton High School, ‘‘Melting Pot;’’ Laura
Schaffnit of Boonton High School, ‘‘The Rising
Tide;’’ Brian Bernal of Dover High School,
‘‘Endless Garden;’’ Jose Santana from Dover
High School, ‘‘Siempre Contigo;’’ Christopher
Stefanski of Dover High School, ‘‘Winter Im-
pression;’’ Jeffrey Gurwin of Livingston High
School, untitled; Yaldi Kasani of Livingston
High School, ‘‘My Life;’’ Amanda Long of Liv-
ingston High School, ‘‘A Reflective Moment;’’;
Jackie Romola of Montville High School, ‘‘Self
Portrait;’’ Melanie Elizabeth Walits of Montville
High School, ‘‘Pieces of Me;’’ Jamie Allen of
Morris Knolls High School, ‘‘Translucence;’’
Tim Quirino of Mount Olive High School, unti-
tled; Katherine Aliprando of Ridge High
School, ‘‘Mortal Mirror;’’ Richard Joneleit of
Ridge High School, ‘‘Self Portrait;’’ Kea Alcock
of West Morris Mendham High School, ‘‘Burnt
Island’’ and ‘‘Curtain & Sunlight;’’ Tiffany
Frazier of West Morris Mendham High School,
‘‘Shadows & Silent Water;’’ and Robert Lamb
of West Morris Mendham High School,
‘‘Church in Contrast.’’

Each year the winner of the competition will
have an opportunity to travel to our nation’s
capital to meet Congressional leaders and to
mount his or her art work in a special corridor
here at the U.S. Capitol, with winners from
across the country. Every time a vote is
called, I get a chance to walk through that cor-
ridor and am reminded of the vast talents of
our young men and women.

Indeed, all of these young artists are win-
ners, and we should be proud of their achieve-
ments so early in life.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join
me in congratulating these talented young
people from New Jersey’s 11th Congressional
District.
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IN HONOR OF MARTIN J. BAR-

RETT, FOR HIS MANY YEARS OF
SERVICE TO THE MANHATTAN
COMMUNITY

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to pay tribute to Mr. Martin J. Bar-
rett, the former Chairman of Manhattan Com-
munity Board Six. Mr. Barrett has for decades
been involved in numerous civic associations
within Manhattan, most notably with Commu-
nity Board Six.

Within my district in New York City, Commu-
nity Boards serve a tremendously beneficial
advisory role in ensuring that the opinions of
members of the community are recognized by
the city government when reviewing prospec-
tive neighborhood changes dealing with land
use and zoning matters. Among other respon-
sibilities, Community Boards have the impor-
tant role of making recommendations to the
city government in the allocation of the city
budget.

Before beginning his term as the Chairman
of Community Board Six in 1998, Mr. Barrett
served as the Chairman of the Community
Board’s Public Safety Committee, the Chair-
man of the Parks and Landmarks Committee,
and as the Chairman of the Budget and Legis-
lative Committee.

Mr. Barrett has taken a leadership role in
numerous important East Side organizations,
including the Stuyvesant Cove Park Associa-
tion, which he has served as president since
1998, the 14th Street Business Improvement
District, of which he has been a member since
1998, and the Friends of the Bellevue Park
Association, where he served as vice-presi-
dent from 1993–1999.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Barrett’s extensive involve-
ment in the Manhattan community should
serve as an inspiration to us all. His dedication
to ensuring that the needs and hopes of his
fellow community members were addressed
by Community Board Six will serve as an ad-
mirable legacy for many years to come.

Although he may no longer be the Chairman
of Community Board Six, I sincerely hope that
Mr. Barrett continues his work in the commu-
nity.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JO ANN EMERSON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I was attend-
ing my daughter Tori’s college graduation and
missed rollcall votes 106, 107, and 108 on
May 10, 2001. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote 106, ‘‘yes’’
on rollcall vote 107, and ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote
108.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, because I was
not recorded as voting, I’d like to state for the
RECORD that I would have voted against the
Tancredo amendment (Roll Number 108).

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ALLEN BOYD
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
delayed on rollcall vote 114. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall
vote 114.

f

RETIREMENT OF LORETTA
NEUMANN

HON. MARK UDALL
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, today
is the final day of federal service for Loretta
Neumann. Since January, she has been a
member of my staff, but that was only the lat-
est way she has been involved with important
questions of public policy.

A graduate of Oklahoma State University,
Loretta began her career in public service as
a writer for the National Park Service, where
she rose to become the Chief of the Branch
of Internal Communications. Form that, she
became very familiar with the entire National
Park System and the many issues related to
management of those lands and the other
functions performed by the National Park
Service.

In 1973, Loretta began her Capital Hill ca-
reer when she joined the staff of Representa-
tive John F. Seiberling of Ohio, who was a
member of the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs as well as the Judiciary Com-
mittee. During the next four years, she was re-
sponsible for advising Representative Seiber-
ling on all issues relating to energy, environ-
mental protection, land conservation, and his-
toric preservation. She played a key role in
helping achieve enactment of the legislation
that established the Cuyahoga Valley National
Recreation Area in Ohio as well as important
provisions of the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act. She also was involved with
development and enactment of the Federal
Lands Policy and Management Act of 1976
and the Historic Preservation Act Amendments
of 1976.

In 1977, Loretta joined the professional staff
of the Interior Committee, and remained with
the Committee for 10 years.

During that decade, she was instrumental in
helping shape many important measures, in-

cluding the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act, the Archeological Re-
sources Protection Act of 1979, and the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act Amendments
of 1980, as well as bills establishing new
parks and protected areas such as the Harry
S Truman National Historic Site and the Illinois
and Michigan Canal National Heritage Cor-
ridor. Many of these measures were of par-
ticular importance to my father, Mo Udall, as
well as to Representative Seiberling and other
Members of the committee and the House.

After that, Loretta next spent a number of
years in the private sector. She built up her
own consulting firm, CEHP Incorporated,
which provided services in conservation, envi-
ronmental protection and historic preservation.
And she continued to be involved with many
of the matters where she had gained expertise
on Capital Hill, including the National Historic
Preservation Act, the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act, the Aban-
doned Shipwrecks Act, and the Archeological
Resources Protection Act.

Among other things, she chaired the Four
Corners Governors Conference that brought
together agencies dealing with matters of im-
portance to Colorado, Utah, Arizona, and New
Mexico.

Loretta returned to service with the Federal
Government in 1998, as an employee of the
Department of Transportation. She served as
DOT’s representative to and director of the
American Heritage Rivers Interagency Task
Force of the White House Council on Environ-
mental Quality. She also worked on other spe-
cial projects for the Secretary of Transpor-
tation in a number of areas, including tourism
and transportation and cultural and heritage
tourism.

Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that last year’s
Presidential election did not have the result
that I would have preferred. But for me there
was at least one silver lining to that particular
cloud—the change in Administrations gave me
the opportunity to take advantage of Loretta’s
talents, at least for this brief period.

As a member of my staff, Loretta has
worked on a number of conservation issues,
especially focused on the issue of urban
sprawl, an issue of great concern to Colorado
and other states faced with rapid increase in
population growth. She helped craft a bill to di-
rect the Council on Environmental Quality to
do a study of urban sprawl and smart growth.
Building on her extensive experience with his-
toric preservation and cultural heritage, she
also helped draft the Cultural Heritage Assist-
ance Partnership Act, which I am introducing
today.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I want to assure
my colleagues that while Loretta is retiring
from federal service, she will continue to be in-
volved with public policy. She will soon begin
work as the Director of Leadership Develop-
ment for the Natural Resources Council of
America. I look forward to her continued con-
tributions as I work with our colleagues in the
Congress and the Administration to promote
sound policies regarding our natural and cul-
tural resources, the environment, and other
matters.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE POST OF-

FICE COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP
ACT OF 2001

HON. EARL BLUMENAUER
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I came to
Congress dedicated to making the federal
government a better partner in building livable
communities. Perhaps the most important op-
portunity for realizing this goal is to ensure
that the federal government lead by example
through such simple actions as locating fed-
eral facilities in ways that support existing
communities.

Today I am introducing the Post Office
Community Partnership Act. This legislation,
similar to the bills I introduced in the 105th
and 106th Congresses, outlines minimum
community contact procedures that the United
States Postal Service must pursue for any
proposed closing, consolidation, relocation, or
construction of a post office. Simply put, the
bill requires the Postal Service to comply with
local zoning, planning, or other land use laws.

This bill is being introduced with 57 bi-par-
tisan original cosponsors. In the 106th Con-
gress this bill was supported by 240 bi-par-
tisan cosponsors. Identical companion legisla-
tion is being introduced this week by Senators
JAMES JEFFORDS of Vermont and MAX BAUCUS
of Montana. This continued and widespread
support, in addition to the multitude of letters
received from constituents and stories in
newspapers throughout the country, illustrates
the important need for this bill to become law.

The Post Office Community Partnership Act
takes another step in making the federal gov-
ernment a better partner with communities and
local governments. It is important that local of-
ficials and citizens have input into the deci-
sions that impact the daily livability of their
communities. Additionally, this bill addresses
the need for the Postal Service to abide by a
community’s own plans for growth manage-
ment, land use, traffic management, and envi-
ronmental protection—rules by which all citi-
zens and businesses must adhere.

Communities and neighborhoods across the
country have been subjected to Postal Service
decisions that have negatively impacted serv-
ice to postal customers and community devel-
opment. This bill provides communities an op-
portunity to be notified of Postal Service plans
in advance, which will allow for interaction in
the decision-making process between local
government officials, the public, and the Postal
Service. The beneficial results of this type of
interaction can be seen from Fairview Village
in my congressional district to Castine, Maine.

In Fairview Village, Oregon, by working with
the developers of the community, the post of-
fice was the first civic building constructed in
the area and acted as an anchor for what has
developed into a retail street. By centrally lo-
cating the post office as the developers pro-
posed, residents can easily walk or drive to
the post office from anywhere in Fairview Vil-
lage. In Castine, Maine, the Postal Service
proposed moving the oldest operating post of-
fice in the country—a national historic land-
mark—from its downtown location to the sub-
urbs. After a public outcry, the Postal Service
and the Town of Castine worked together to
find a way to expand the existing building and

keep the post office in its historic downtown
location.

Despite these examples, too often the Post-
al Service does not involve the community and
instead relies on the fact that they are not re-
quired to follow local land use laws when
building new facilities or renovating existing fa-
cilities.

The Post Office Community Partnership Act
puts in place basic procedures for notifying
local officials and post office customers of any
planned facility changes or construction. The
Act also requires that the Postal Service follow
local land use laws, procedures and public
participation requirements to the same extent
and manner as other private enterprises. It
has been shown that the Postal Service can
manage this process without hampering its
mission of cost effective and efficient universal
service as evidenced by Fairview Village, Or-
egon and Castine, Maine. It is time to ensure
that the Postal Service operates within the
same framework and rules that a community
imposes on its own citizens and businesses.

The Post Office Community Partnership Act
would establish community notification and
land use policies and procedures that should
have been in place all along. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation that will help
ensure that the post office is a productive fed-
eral partner in building livable communities.

f

PAYING TRIBUTE TO GERRITT
BENJAMIN MEYERS III, CHAE
CARLSON AND OLIVER MARTIN

HON. MIKE ROGERS
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I

rise to honor the accomplishments of three
Lansing, Michigan, 2001 high school grad-
uates who have played a major role in the se-
lection and celebration of the nation’s Capitol
2001 Holiday Tree, which will be provided by
the state of Michigan this year.

Mr. Gerritt Benjamin Meyers III, Ms. Chae
Carlson, and Mr. Oliver Martin have worked
with a group of underclassmen at Waverly
High School in Lansing for the past five
months to create and maintain the U.S. Holi-
day Tree 2001 web site. As the senior mem-
bers of their ‘‘Webmasters’’ group, Mr. Mey-
ers, Ms. Carlson and Mr. Martin provided lead-
ership, working many volunteer hours with the
team to produce an attractive, well-organized
web site that is easy to navigate and filled with
helpful information. Mr. Meyers designed the
Michigan map with holiday tree that forms the
artistic theme for the pages and each of these
seniors has participated in developing graph-
ics and page layouts and also in updating the
pages as plans for the selection, cutting and
transport of the tree continue.

Their efforts leave a legacy for Michigan
and the citizens of this nation who will enjoy
not only the holiday tree but also the web site
designed by Mr. Meyers, Ms. Carlson, Mr.
Martin and their classmates and instructor/ad-
visor Ms. Janice Kesel. I urge my colleagues
in the U.S. House of Representatives to join
me in congratulating Mr. Gerritt Benjamin
Meyers III, Ms. Chae Carlson and Mr. Oliver
Martin for their mature, professional approach
to chronicling the holiday tree and designing
www.holidaytree2001.org

NATIONAL DAY OF AWARENESS
FOR STURGE-WEBER SYNDROME

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, Mr. MALONEY

and I rise today to recognize today as a na-
tional day of awareness for Sturge-Weber syn-
drome. We feel that it is important to recog-
nize this day because Mrs. Karla Priepke, a
native of Haddon Heights, New Jersey and
resident of Sandy Hook Connecticut, brought
her son’s plight to our attention. Her son is af-
fected by this disease and rather than turn in-
ward she has made it her mission to inform
and educate members of the society and es-
pecially the medical community about this dis-
ease. This is why we wish to do our small part
to increase awareness of this disease by sub-
mitting this Sturge-Weber Foundation press
release for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
this national day of awareness of Sturge-
Weber Syndrome.

Sturge-Weber Syndrome is a congenital dis-
order most easily recognized by a port wine
stain on the face and/or body. No one is sure
how or why it occurs. Babies born with Sturge-
Weber can suffer from any or all of these
complications: glaucoma, blindness, seizures
that range from mild to the need to remove
half the brain, mental retardation, and paral-
ysis. The port wine stain often elicits rude
stares and outrageously intrusive remarks
from the public.

The Sturge-Weber Foundation (www.sturge-
weber.com) is establishing May 16, 2001 as
the second national Day of Awareness for
Sturge-Weber Syndrome. People will make a
donation to the Foundation and wear a
Sturge-Weber sticker on May 16th. They will
receive a packet of information about the syn-
drome and the work of the Foundation so they
can answer questions from colleagues and
friends.

The Sturge-Weber Foundation was created
in 1987—the result of tenacious parents who
refused to accept that all that was known
about Sturge-Weber were three paragraphs in
medical textbooks. Through Herculean volun-
teer efforts, the Foundation support group
started. Their outstanding web site links fami-
lies all over the United States and in many
parts of the world. The Foundation seeks to
improve the quality of life for individuals with
Sturge-Weber Syndrome by acting as a clear-
inghouse for information, providing emotional
support, and facilitating research. A minuscule
8 percent of funds taken in goes towards ad-
ministration. The rest, including what’s col-
lected for the National Day of Awareness,
goes directly to education, emotional support
and research.

The Foundation has attracted the attention
and respect of a dozen teams of scientists
who are tackling the question of how Sturge-
Weber occurs from different angles Klippel-
Trenaunay is a related syndrome in which port
wine stains on limbs extend to muscle tissue
and bone affecting circulation and mobility.
Most children with port wine stains have nei-
ther Sturge-Weber Syndrome nor Klippel-
Trenaunay. Of course, these can cause der-
matological complications as the child ma-
tures.

Sadly, the culture in the United States over-
emphasizes the importance of physical beauty
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which adds to the emotional burdens of chil-
dren and adults with Port Wine Stains, Klippel-
Trenaunay, and Sturge-Weber. The Founda-
tion has made progress in research and is de-
termined to press on to find out everything
they can about this family of syndromes.

f

LETTER FROM MELVIN HONOWITZ

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, a few months
ago, I entered into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD letters from individuals or their rep-
resentatives who took issue with assertions
made in the report released last fall by the
House Government Reform Committee major-
ity regarding the Department of Justice. Since
then, yet another individual has written to
complain of inaccuracies and unfairness in the
majority’s report. In the interest of a complete
record on this matter, I submit into the
RECORD this March 30, 2001, letter from Mel-
vin Honowitz.
HONOWITZ & SHAW, ATTORNEYS AT LAW,

ONE MARITIME PLAZA, SUITE 1725,
San Francisco, CA, March 30, 2001.

Re: Palladino & Sutherland, and Jack
Palladino.

The Honorable DAN BURTON,
Committee on Government Reform, Washington,

DC.
The Honorable HENRY A. WAXMAN,
2204 Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR MESSRS. BURTON AND WAXMAN: This

office represents Palladino & Sutherland and
Jack Palladino, nationally known private in-
vestigators [hereafter the ‘‘client’’]. We
write without waiver of any applicable privi-
lege to address the false allegations, accusa-
tions, assumptions, innuendos, speculations
and references to our client contained in
Chapter 10 of the Committee’s report enti-
tled ‘‘Janet Reno’s Stewardship of the Jus-
tice Department: A Failure To Serve The
Ends of Justice.’’

The report’s allegations as to Jack
Palladino are premised on the false assump-
tion that Mr. Palladino, or someone under
his direction or control, had a ‘‘source in the
Bureau of Prisons,’’ and that his ‘‘source’’
obtained NCIC information on Nabuo Abe.
The Committee’s assumption is false and de-
famatory.

Moreover, the record on which the Com-
mittee relies is void of evidence in support of
this assumption. Page 157, Section 1.a. of the
reports is entitled ‘‘Soka Gakkai Illegally
Obtained Information on Nabuo Abe Through
Jack Palladino.’’ Except for this defamatory
heading, the report utterly fails to present
evidence to support the accusation. In fact,
the only references to Jack Palladino in this
Section states, without supporting docu-
mentation, ‘‘Palladino then apparently con-
tacted a source in the Bureau of Prisons who
had access to the NCIC data base.’’ [emphasis
added] This is untrue and never happened.

The report then goes on to make the un-
true and unsubstantiated statement that
‘‘the source at the Bureau of Prisons (BOP)
broke the law, as did possibly Langberg and
Palladino.’’ [emphasis added] In a manner
more reminiscent of Kafka or perhaps Alice’s
Adventures In Wonderland, the report makes
allegations of criminal acts which, prior to
publication, the Committee never gave our
clients an opportunity to refute. Accord-
ingly, one must not only question the lack of

due process afforded our client, but the un-
derlying bias of the report’s findings and the
Committee’s investigation.

Then, in Section 1.b, the report gratu-
itously speculates as to why attorney Re-
bekah Poston may have sought NCIC
records: ‘‘perhaps they were concerned with
the reliability of Mr. Palladino’s work . . .’’
In fact, in advancing this speculation the
Committee ignores its own Exhibit 62 to the
report which identifies where Ms. Poston ob-
tained here alleged NCIC information, and
makes no reference to Jack Palladino or
Palladino & Sutherland or anyone under
their direction and control.

Even a cursory review of the Committee’s
Report and attached Exhibits demonstrates
a complete lack of evidence. The only men-
tion of Mr. Palladino in the Exhibits sup-
porting the report is contained in unfounded
and false speculation and innuendo that Mr.
Palladino (for reasons never made clear)
might have ‘‘set up’’ Poston and Manuel in
some undefined manner (Exhibit 97). Similar
raw speculation appears in Exhibits 98 and
104 and is false.

In his letter of October 31, 2000 to the Com-
mittee, attorney Barry B. Langberg clearly
states the truth:

‘‘Simply put, there is no evidence that
Soka Gakkai, Jack Palladino or I committed
any crime, or engaged in any improper activ-
ity whatsoever. As the report acknowledges
the staff failed even to interview Mr.
Palladino or me about our role in this mat-
ter. These charges are particularly objec-
tionable because they are not even relevant
to the report’s central thesis, that Ms.
Poston and others working at her direction
received favorable treatment at the hand of
the Justice Department. Thus, these serious
attacks are made almost casually, without
any claim or relevance to any public pur-
pose.

In fact, even a preliminary investigation
would have revealed that the so-called ‘‘reli-
able source,’’ Richard Lucas, never met with
Mr. Palladino or discussed with him any of
the facts or issues concerning this matter.
Further, an investigation would also have
shown that I had no personal involvement
with the activity criticized in the report.’’

Mr. Langberg goes on to rebut and refute
the allegations, including the speculation
that something was planted in or deleted
from the NCIC records. A copy of the entire
Langberg letter is attached and incorporated
by reference as Exhibit A, as are the four
Committee exhibits referenced in this letter
(Exhibits 62, 97, 98 and 104) attached as Ex-
hibits B.

Be clear, my client did not access nor seek
or direct anyone to access the NCIC data
base. Accordingly, we request that this let-
ter and Mr. Langberg’s letter be read into
the Congressional Record and that the report
be corrected.

Sincerely,
MELVIN D. HONOWITZ,

Honowitz & Shaw.

f

IN TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN
JOHN DINGELL AND HIS WIFE,
DEBBIE DINGELL ON THEIR 20TH
WEDDING ANNIVERSARY

HON. MARTIN FROST
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
tribute to a longtime personal friend and col-
league, Congressman John Dingell, the dean
of the House of Representatives, and his wife,

Debbie Dingell, on the occasion of their 20th
wedding anniversary.

As all of us know, John Dingell’s hard work
and dedication to public service has improved
the lives of all Americans. What many people
do not know, is that he has had an unrecog-
nized partner in those good works, his wife
Debbie. Together they have done a tremen-
dous amount of good for the American people,
both with charity work, the work they do with
our party and the support that they give to this
institution.

Debbie and John met during their constant
travels together between Michigan and Wash-
ington, DC. Mrs. Dingell was working for the
General Motors Corporation, while John Din-
gell had already been a Congressman for 20
years. Debbie Dingell is a nationally recog-
nized advocate for women and children
around the country. She has been involved in
countless charitable organizations, including
the Susan B. Koman Foundation and the Chil-
dren’s Inn at the National Institutes of Health.

With both of them working as a strong team,
John Dingell has worked to protect the envi-
ronment, improve health care, and defend the
consumer from unsafe products and unfair
practices. In fact, John has authored some of
America’s most important environmental laws,
including the Endangered Species Act of
1973, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, and
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

It has been an honor and a privilege to
serve in the House of Representatives with
John Dingell. I congratulate him and Debbie
for their 20 year wedding anniversary, and
wish them every happiness.

f

HONORING JOELLE MARTINEZ OF
THE SANTA FE BOYS AND GIRLS
CLUB

HON. TOM UDALL
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, for

the past 13 years, the Santa Fe Boys and
Girls Club on Alto Street has been a source of
inspiration for Joelle Martinez. On March 16,
2001, Ms. Martinez was rewarded for her hard
work and determination when she was named
the Boys and Girls Club Youth of the Year.

The Youth of the Year program serves to
recognize outstanding young people for their
superior leadership skills, academic achieve-
ments, triumph over personal hardships, as
outstanding contributions to the community.

Ms. Martinez had to endure a rigorous se-
lection process in which she submitted a pack-
et that included essays regarding her involve-
ment at school, in church, with her family, and
at the Boys and Girls Club to show her leader-
ship skills within the community. After her
packet was evaluated, seven judges, most of
whom were Boys and Girls Club Board of Di-
rectors, conducted interviews and selected
Ms. Martinez for the award.

Ms. Martinez, a senior at Calvary Chapel
Christian Academy, first came to the Boys and
Girls Club when she was five years old, and
she has actively participated ever since.

Over the years, Ms. Martinez has partici-
pated in numerous activities aimed at keeping
at-risk students involved in the community and
off the streets. She has been involved in bas-
ketball, swimming, photography, wrestling,
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dancing and cheerleading. Today, Ms. Mar-
tinez is a staff member of the Boys and Girls
Club, working with the children of Santa Fe
each day after school.

Ms. Martinez played varsity basketball at
Calvary Chapel and was selected to the All-
Star team. She is a member of the National
Honor Society, successfully maintaining a 3.0
or better grade point average. Recently, Ms.
Martinez went on a mission trip to Spain,
France and England with Calvary Chapel, and
she continues to work with the Keystone Club,
a teen organization aimed at philanthropy in
the community.

As part of her award, Ms. Martinez received
a $4,000 scholarship to use at the college or
university of her choice. She has already
made plans for her future, looking at several
New Mexico colleges and a few out-of-state
Christian schools to continue her education,
where she will pursue a degree in either Com-
puter Science or Criminal Justice.

Ms. Martinez is living proof of how the Boys
and Girls Clubs of America impact the lives of
children in communities throughout the nation.
They develop a solid foundation of positive
moral and ethnical values for our youths. The
five Boys and Girls Clubs in Santa Fe County
alone have more than 2,500 members and
serve more than 55,000 people in the commu-
nity.

Today, the Boys and Girls Clubs provide
children of working parents with after-school
alternatives to drugs and violence, yet Presi-
dent Bush’s budget cuts funding from these
programs. His plan would extinguish a flame
that has been lighting the County of Santa Fe
for more than 60 years, seriously impacting
the community. I hope there will be sufficient
funding so that future generations have the
opportunity to work with mentors like Ms. Mar-
tinez, who provide beacons of light that guide
the way for other youth across the country.

f

NATIONAL WOMENS’ HEALTH
WEEK

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
honor National Women’s Health Week. I com-
mend all of the women who have worked so
hard to improve the health of all women. You
are making a difference in the healthcare of
American women.

We have much to celebrate, in the past dec-
ade, funding for breast and ovarian cancer at
the National Cancer Institute has more than
quadrupled, and funding for osteoporosis has
grown from only two osteoporosis-specific
grants in the entire country in the early 1980’s
to more than $80 million in osteoporosis-spe-
cific research grants today.

However, our job is far from over, we need
to protect the work we have done, and more
work remains for the 21st Century. Despite
great strides on women’s health research, we
still must be vigilant and must address issues
that are not receiving the public attention and
research priority that they deserve.

One example is microbicides. Today the
United States has the highest incidence of
sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) in the in-
dustrialized world—15.4 million Americans ac-

quired an STD in 1999 alone. STDs cause se-
rious, costly, even deadly conditions for
women and their children, including infertility,
pregnancy complications, cervical cancer, in-
fant mortality, and higher risk of contracting
HIV.

Microbicides are a potential new class of
products that women can use, like today’s
spermicides, to prevent HIV infection as well
as other STDs.

Microbicides have the potential to save bil-
lions in health care costs. The total cost to the
U.S. economy of STDs, excluding HIV infec-
tion, was approximately $10 billion in 1999
alone. When the cost of sexually transmitted
HIV infection is included, that total rises to $17
billion.

With sufficient investment, a microbicide
could be available around the world within five
years. Microbicide research and development
receives less than 1% of the federal AIDS re-
search budget, and best estimates show that
less than half his amount is dedicated directly
to product development. Clearly this is not
nearly enough to keep pace with the growing
STD and HIV epidemics.

Mr. Speaker, because of the need for fo-
cuses research on women’s health, I have in-
troduced legislation, that can serve as a cata-
lyst for women’s health. The ‘‘Women’s Health
Office Act of 2001’’ H.R. 1784, will provide for
permanent authorization for offices of women’s
health in five federal agencies: the Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS); the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC); the Agency for Health Care Research
and Quality (AHRQ); the Health Resources
and Services Administration (HRSA); and the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA).

This bill includes authorization for appropria-
tions to ensure that future funding will be ade-
quate to support these offices’ missions and
programs.

Providing statutory authorization for federal
women’s health offices is a critical step in en-
suring that women’s health research continue
to receive the attention it requires in the twen-
ty-first century.

I can say without exaggeration that women
working together—as patients, lawyers, advo-
cates, medical researchers, and members of
Congress—have been a powerful catalyst for
the advances we have made in the research
and treatment of breast, ovarian, and cervical
cancer, osteoporosis, and heart disease.

I look forward to the continuation of our
work together and a strong record of high
achievements.

I look forward to supporting legislation and
programs to address the health needs of our
citizens and the fundamental challenges
posed by our nation’s health care system.

f

CONGRATULATION, CAL DARDEN

HON. JOHN LEWIS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate Calvin ‘‘Cal’’ Darden on
his election to the Board of Directors for
United Parcel Service. Mr. Darden, senior vice
President of all U.S. operations for UPS, is the
highest ranking African-American ever to
serve at UPS. As a person who has invested

a great deal of my life working to break down
the racial barriers that divide our society, I
commend him for his success. Through the
success of Mr. Darden and others like him, we
continue our journey toward a truly integrated
society, toward what Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., called ‘‘the Beloved Community.’’

Jim Kelly, the UPS Chairman of the Board,
also appreciates the contributions of Cal Dar-
den, albeit for different reasons. ‘‘Cal Darden
has devoted his professional life to making
this company what it is today. It is due in no
small measure to his efforts in the arenas of
operations and customer service that Fortune
Magazine just recognized UPS for the 18th
consecutive year as ‘America’s Most Admired’
transportation company.’’

Cal Darden joined UPS in 1971 as a part-
time package handler while attending Canisius
College. In 1972, he graduated from college
and began his climb up the UPS corporate
ladder as he was promoted into management.
In addition to his successs at UPS, Mr. Dar-
den has been active in the community as a
member of the National Urban League’s Board
of Directors, 100 Black Men of North Metro At-
lanta, and his work with the United Way.

Congratulations and best wishes, Cal Dar-
den. Keep your eyes on the prize.

f

POST OFFICE COMMUNITY PART-
NERSHIP ACT OF 2001 LETTER OF
ENDORSEMENT

HON. EARL BLUMENAUER
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, please
accept the following letter of endorsement for
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, which cor-
responds with my introduction today of the
Post Office Community Partnership Act of
2001.

AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION,
1776 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., NW, SUITE

400,
Washington, DC, May 15, 2001.

Hon. EARL BLUMENAUER,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BLUMENAUER: The
American Planning Association is pleased to
endorse the Post Office Community Partner-
ship Act of 2001. APA applauds your out-
standing vision and leadership in introducing
this legislation and once again bringing this
important issue before the U.S. House of
Representatives. This legislation recognizes
and protects the central and compelling role
that the local post office plays in the eco-
nomic and social life of a community by pro-
viding a needed method for community input
and support for local planning.

The Postal Service has too often closed or
relocated facilities in ways that abandon
service for some communities, vacate his-
toric structures in downtown areas, and con-
tribute to urban sprawl without providing
for adequate community involvement in the
decision-making process. This measure gives
local citizens a greater voice in decisions
about the location of postal facilities and en-
sures that local plans addressing growth
management, land use, traffic congestion,
environmental protection, downtown revital-
ization and historic preservation are re-
spected by the Postal Service.

Increasingly, communities across the na-
tion are developing comprehensive plans to
better manage development, preserve vital
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resources and encourage sustainable eco-
nomic development. It is essential that the
Federal Government is a good neighbor and
partner in these smart growth communities.
The Post Office Community Partnership Act
simply guarantees that the Postal Service
operates within the guidelines that a com-
munity develops for all other citizens and
businesses, without establishing an unduly
burdensome mandate on the Postal Service.

In a national voter survey sponsored by
APA and conducted at the end of 2000, we
found that an overwhelming 82% of voters
support legislation ensuring that federal fa-
cilities are located in places that are easily
accessible to citizens and are consistent with
local growth management plans. This sup-
port transcended partisan affiliation, demo-
graphic group and regional location.

The post office is an institution at the
heart of any community, particularly small
towns. By protecting the values and vision of
local citizens as embodied in the planning
process, this bill lives up to its title by cre-
ating a real and lasting partnership between
the Postal Service and communities.

APA lends its enthusiastic support to your
efforts and urges the United States Senate to
enact this legislation.

Sincerely,
BRUCE MCCLENDON,

FAICP President.

f

CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSISTANCE
PARTNERSHIP ACT

HON. MARK UDALL
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing the Cultural Heritage Assist-
ance Partnership Act. The legislation would
establish a program within the National Park
Service to help preserve and enhance the cul-
tural heritage of the United States. The pro-
gram would coordinate Federal activities and
provide information, technical assistance and
grants to States, Indian tribes, local govern-
ments and non-profit organizations.

Our nation’s cultural heritage is a diverse
array of natural, historical, cultural, scenic, and
recreational resources. The hallmark of these
treasures is that they are authentic.

Together they define an area or region’s
distinct character. Communities increasingly
recognize their cultural heritage as a valuable
resource, both esthetically and economically.
Cultural heritage tourism is now a $50 billion
segment of the $600 billion US travel industry.

Within Colorado are six state heritage
areas, designated by the Colorado Heritage
Area Partnership and the governor. Colorado
also has one federally designated heritage
area, Cache La Poudre. The Colorado pro-
gram is still relatively young and depends
largely on volunteers and some small grants.
Yet the heritage they share is very important
not just to Colorado, but to the rest of the
country as well.

Other states—such as Louisiana, Maryland,
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina
and Utah—have developed or are in the proc-
ess of developing heritage area programs. I’m
told that at least 20 states have developed
cultural heritage tourism programs.

At the national level, however, no Federal
agency has the role of coordinating the many
government programs that could assist the

cultural heritage programs being developed by
States, tribes, local governments and private
organizations.

My legislation would create the Cultural Her-
itage Assistance Partnership Program in the
National Park Service to provide information
and technical assistance on cultural heritage
resources and activities, including heritage
areas, heritage tourism and related economic
and community development.

Technical assistance would include devel-
oping models of cultural heritage partnership
agreements; holding workshops, conferences,
training and public meetings; developing guid-
ance on ways to access Federal programs;
and coordinating meetings with Federal agen-
cies and non-federal partners. An awards pro-
gram would be established to recognize exem-
plary projects or program that carry out the
purposes of this Act.

The legislation also provides for a modest
grant program, to provide grants, on a com-
petitive basis, to States, Indian tribes, local
governments and nonprofit organizations. An-
nual funding for the grants is capped at $9
million. No applicant could receive more than
$50,000 in grants in any fiscal year, all grants
must be matched on a 50 percent basis, and
all recipients must have at least one partner
who also contributes facilities, supplies or
services for the project.

Mr. Speaker, my bill has gained support
from many international, national and local in-
terests—not only from my own State of Colo-
rado, but organizations from all over the coun-
try. Many of them are listed below, and the list
grows daily.

They speak far more eloquently than I can
about what the bill would do to further their ef-
forts to preserve and enhance the cultural her-
itage of our great nation.

ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING CULTURAL
HERITAGE ASSISTANCE PARTNERSHIP ACT

COLORADO

Colorado Preservation, Inc.
Colorado Community Revitalization Asso-

ciation.
City of Lafayette, Colorado.
Operation Healthy Communities (Durango

Colorado).
Park County Historical Society, Colorado.

OTHER STATE AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS:

Connecticut River Watershed Council—
Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hamp-
shire, Vermont.

Historic Staunton Foundation, Virginia.
Kentucky Organization of Professional Ar-

chaeologists.
New River Community Partners, North

Carolina, Virginia and West Virginia.
New York State Archaeological Associa-

tion.
Public Policy Information Fund, Austin,

Texas.
Rio Grande Institute, Marathon, Texas.

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

American Association of Museums.
American Cultural Resources Association.
American Planning Association.
National Conference of State Historic

Preservation Officers.
National Trust for Historic Preservation.
Partners in Parks.
Preservation Action.
Scenic America.
Society for American Archaeology.
US/ICOMOS.

SELECTED STATEMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE
CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSISTANCE PARTNER-
SHIP ACT

COLORADO

Colorado Community Revitalization Asso-
ciation (CCRA) wholeheartedly endorses the
Cultural Heritage Assistance Partnership
Act that Congressman Udall will be intro-
ducing this week in Congress.

CCRA is a statewide nonprofit organiza-
tion that has, as one of its programs, the
Colorado Heritage Area Partnership program
(CHAP). Within Colorado there are six state
heritage areas. designated by the Colorado
Heritage Area Partnership and the governor.
Colorado also has one federally designated
heritage area, Cache La Poudre.

The heritage areas in Colorado are volun-
teer efforts that receive sporadic project
funding from grants. Two of the areas have
been fortunate to have volunteers who have
had the flexibility to provide minor assist-
ance to the heritage areas as part of their
employment.

As Colorado wrestles with ways to control
and direct its growth, the goals of Colorado’s
heritage areas become more difficult to real-
ize and simultaneously all the more critical.
Recognition of the importance of our herit-
age and providing ways to identify, inven-
tory, preserve and enhance all the elements
that make up what we call ‘‘heritage’’ is
vital to securing our place in history. We
must protect and enhance the qualities that
make Colorado, Colorado.

BARBARA SILVERMAN,
Executive Director,

Colorado Community
Revitalization Association.

On behalf of Colorado Preservation, Inc.
(CPI), I write in support of the Cultural Her-
itage Resources Partnership Act which you
are sponsoring and the assistance it could
provide to heritage areas.

As Colorado’s statewide historic preserva-
tion organization, CPI sees the needs of his-
toric preservation around the state more
clearly than most organizations. As CPI
members, we see these needs through the
lens of one of our own programs, Colorado’s
Most Endangered Places Program. As a cit-
izen-driven initiative, this program identi-
fies historic places that are about to be lost
forever.

Most of the places that get placed on the
Endangered Places List each year would not
have been noticed had it not been for this an-
nual listing and the publicity it generates.
Yet, even with recognition that a historic
place is threatened, many of these endan-
gered places are located in small towns or
rural areas where there is little funding for
them. Local citizens typically want to save a
beloved building in their town but often have
no idea where to turn for help.

The bill which you are sponsoring would
provide much needed technical assistance to
these sites which otherwise would have no
one to advocate on their behalf And the pro-
gram could generate good partnerships with
already existing programs. For example, it
could link to other Endangered Places Pro-
grams around the country since many state-
wide historic preservation organizations like
CPI sponsor such a program.

This bill is a good idea and one that could
provide needed assistance to areas that could
really use it. Additionally, the bill could
bring economic relief to local economies par-
ticularly those in rural areas.

As the public loves heritage areas and will
travel to visit them, there is tourism poten-
tial So add tourism development to the list
of ways in which a local area could benefit
from the bill.

Thank you so much for your efforts to take
on this issue of helping heritage areas and
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for understanding that these areas bring an
economic advantage to places that need it
the most.

MONTA LEE DAKIN,
Executive Director,

Colorado Preservation, Inc.

This legislation sounds like an answer to
some of the prayers of local preservation or-
ganizations, especially in rural areas. We
have been involved as partners with Park
County, Colorado, and several state and fed-
eral organizations and agencies to strength-
en the mechanisms to preserve our impor-
tant cultural heritage resources.

This is difficult work when you are start-
ing from scratch, and there is little or no
technical advice available. The National
Trust and the NPS websites and publications
are excellent sources, but sometimes it
comes down to being able to hire the exper-
tise to get the pump primed, to get the local
people sensitized and trained.

Colorado is fortunate in having the mag-
nificent State Historical Fund that grants
funds for historic preservation projects.
However, there are areas of cultural heritage
that do not qualify for this program—devel-
oping archives of documents and photo-
graphs, assisting local museums, conducting
oral histories, writing community histories
that are not directly related to preserving
sites and structures.

Partnerships are ‘‘Best Practice’’ for ac-
complishing significant work in rural com-
munities. Bringing together everyone who is
interested in and responsible for cultural
heritage preservation is essential. The pro-
posed legislation will go a long way to help
us in our efforts.

JACKIE W. POWELL,
Director, Park County Historical Society.

FORT COLLINS, CO.
As someone who has done applied research

and community outreach on cultural herit-
age issues, especially as they relate to local
economic development, I strongly support
the passage of the Cultural Heritage Part-
nership Act.

If possible, I’d appreciate any further infor-
mation on the bill as it develops. Thanks!

STEPHAN WEILER, PH.D.,
Assistant Professor & Regional Economist,

Department of Economics, Colorado State
University.

I serve on the boards of directors of the
South Park Historical Foundation, Inc., The
South Park Symposium, and the Park Coun-
ty Advisory Board on the Environment. The
proposal by Representative Mark Udall to es-
tablish a Cultural Heritage Assistance Part-
nership Program as part of the Cultural Her-
itage Assistance Partnership Act would be
beneficial to the three organizations I serve
on in Park County, Colorado.

Park County has an abundance of cultural
heritage worth preserving but the pressure
to build for the expanding population could
sweep much of it away. Assistance to pre-
serve and manage a significant portion of
this rich cultural heritage is needed.

GARY MINKE,
Park County, CO.

I am in full support of Rep. Mark Udall’s
proposed legislation establishing a Cultural
Heritage Resources Partnership Program.
Many communities are trying to preserve
their heritage resources.

In Park County, we have several programs
such as a local historic register, a State Her-
itage Area, historical archives, historic pres-
ervation/rehabilitation, river conservation/
recreation, and view corridor preservation,

which are actively working on small budgets
with dedicated volunteers to preserve cul-
tural resources and promote heritage tour-
ism.

This legislation would benefit all commu-
nities by recognizing the importance of her-
itage preservation, acting as an informa-
tional base/disseminator, and providing
small grant programs. Please add my name
to the list of supporters for Rep. Mark
Udall’s proposed legislation.

LYNDA JAMES,
Bailey, Co.

As a non profit organization that supports
community development and mobilization, I
am expressing our interest in the Act that
Rep. Mark Udall is planning to introduce.
Feel free to add the name of our organiza-
tion. We serve 5 counties in SW Colorado.

LAURA LEWIS,
Executive Director,

Operation Healthy Communities.

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

The American Association of Museums is
proud to support Rep. Mark Udall’s out-
standing legislation, the Cultural Heritage
Assistance Partnership Act. Please list us as
a supporter of this legislation.

Founded in 1906, the American Association
of Museums (AAM) is dedicated to promoting
excellence within the museum community.
AAM currently represents more than 16,000
members—11,500 individual museum profes-
sionals and volunteers, 3,100 institutions,
and 1,700 corporate members. Individual
members span the range of occupations in
museums, including directors, curators, reg-
istrars, educators, exhibit designers, public
relations officers, development officers, secu-
rity managers, trustees, and volunteers.

Museums are first and foremost edu-
cational Institutions and are entrusted to
care for over 750 million objects and speci-
mens. We strongly support programs, such as
the one that would be established by the Cul-
tural Heritage Assistance Partnership Act,
to preserve and protect our national heritage
for both recreational as well as educational
purposes.

We strongly support preserving and pro-
tecting our wealth of cultural, scientific,
technological, historic and artistic treasures
so that they may be available to current and
future generations as a learning resource. In
this way, we can provide our children with
the most well rounded and comprehensive
education possible.

EDWARD ABLE, JR.,
President and CEO,

American Association of Museums.

US/ICOMOS (the US National Committee
of the International Council on Monuments
and Sites) welcomes the proposed Cultural
Heritage Assistance Partnership Act (CHAP)
and its efforts to foster and support coopera-
tive partnerships designed to preserve and
enhance the cultural heritage of the United
States.

We are particularly pleased to see that you
have included international organizations
including ICOMOS as one of those involved
in coordination efforts. We believe that
ICOMOS with its 6000 members who are part
of its 116 national committees (of which the
US Committee, US/ICOMOS, is the largest)
has much to bring to such a partnership pro-
gram and we strongly believe that cultural
heritage programs and activities in the US
can gain from intellectual contributions to
their efforts from professional colleagues in
other countries.

The need for coordination and collabora-
tion among players in the field of cultural

heritage protection is great and we applaud
the Cultural Heritage Assistance Partner-
ship Act as a step toward enriching a variety
of programs large and small in this country
and elsewhere through the program of part-
nerships that you have proposed.

With best wishes for the success of your ef-
forts to achieve a truly collaborative and co-
operative program where knowledge, exper-
tise and technical information in the field of
cultural heritage can be shared by Ameri-
cans and their colleagues, at home and
abroad.

ROBERT WILBURN,
President, US/

ICOMOS, Wash-
ington, D.C.

ANN WEBSTER SMITH,
Vice President,

ICOMOS, Paris,
France.

OTHER STATES AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
INDIVIDUALS

Florida

I am a Ph.D. Candidate at the Univ. of
Florida (Dept. of Anthropology), finishing in
August. I could see many groups in Florida
benefiting from the grants to be included in
this act. Also, the idea of people striving to
form partnerships is much needed.

It seems that many people talk about col-
laborating, but never know how to go about
implementing such an effort. I hope the act
passes Congress, as it is widely beneficial.

TANYA M. PERES,
Ph.D. Candidate,

Dept. of Anthropology, Univ. of Florida

Indiana

Since 1996 in southwestern Indiana, we
have developed a partnership of 10 organiza-
tions to present public education programs
about regional archaeology, and we invite
the public and school groups to visit our on-
going excavations. We do this in conjunction
with the celebration of Indiana Archaeology
Week, but our various public events extend
over a month.

See the web site below for a list of our
partners, and the kind of program we present
with thousands of volunteered hours. The
public loves our programs, and we do receive
contributions from local businesses, but you
might guess that we are always searching for
grant funds.

Rep. Udall’s Cultural Heritage Resources
Partnership bill would create the kind of
program that could help us continue giving
the public a ‘‘first hand view’’ of the past,
which teaches about the value of archae-
ological research and preservation of herit-
age resources.

CHERYL ANN MUNSON,
Department of Anthropology,

Indiana University, Bloomington, IN.

Kentucky

I was recently forwarded a copy of the Cul-
tural Heritage Resources Partnership Act,
and wanted to applaud your efforts on behalf
of the Kentucky Organization of Professional
Archaeologists. I have participated in nu-
merous educational projects involved in Ken-
tucky archaeology. They are always well re-
ceived, and generate great public interest in
the preservation of our cultural and histor-
ical resources.

As a professional, I often write reports
that detail the specifics of archaeological
sites in a scientific fashion. Programs that
will be generated by this legislation will
bring the stories of our cultural heritage di-
rectly to the public, rather than a dusty
bookshelf. This legislation will serve to en-
hance the efforts of those who work to pro-
tect our history.
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Thank you for your efforts. We are in full

support of this legislation.
HANK MCKELWAY, PH.D.,

President, Kentucky Organization
of Professional Archaeologists.

Maryland
Please include my name on the list of sup-

porters of the Cultural Heritage Assistance
Partenrship Act. Thank you and good luck.
If there is anything further that I can do on
an individual level, please feel free to con-
tact me. I will be happy to provide whatever
assistance I can.

PATRICK LANG,
Historian,

Bethesda, MD.
New York

I would very much like to support your ef-
forts in the introduction of this bill. There
are numerous ‘‘heritage areas’’ in New York
State and throughout the United States
which the Cultural Heritage Resources Part-
nership Act will aid in preserving.

SUSAN WINCHELL-SWEENEY,
Secretary,

New York State Archaeological Association.

I would like to support your efforts in the
introduction of this bill. It will serve as im-
portant in the effort to preserve our cultural
heritage in the United States.

MARIE-LORRAINE PIPES,
Zooarchaeologist,

Victor, NY.
Virginia

Please include the Historic Staunton
Foundation as a supporter of the bill. We are
a local non-profit org. that could certainly
use technical support of the NPS. Thanks

FRANK STRASSLER,
Executive Director,

Historic Staunton Foundation, Staunton, VA.
OVERVIEW OF CULTURAL HERITAGE

ASSISTANCE PARTNERSHIP ACT

(By Representative Mark Udall)
Background and Need: Our nation’s cul-

tural heritage is a diverse array of natural,
historical, cultural, scenic, and recreational
resources. The hallmark of these treasures is
that they are authentic. Together they de-
fine an area or region’s distinct character.
Communities increasingly recognize their
cultural heritage as a valuable resource,
both esthetically and economically. Cultural
heritage tourism is now a $50 billion segment
of the $600 billion US travel industry. Yet no
Federal agency has the role of coordinating
the many government programs that could
assist the cultural heritage programs being
developed by States, tribes, local govern-
ments and private organizations.

Program: The legislation would establish a
Cultural Heritage Assistance Partnership
Program within the National Park Service
to coordinate Federal programs and to pro-
vide information, technical assistance and
grants to States, Indian tribes, local govern-
ments and non-profit organizations. In turn
it would also provide Federal agencies with
opportunities to benefit from the knowledge
and experience of their non-Federal, cultural
heritage partners.

Federal Coordination: To carry out the
purposes of the Partnership Program, the
Act would establish a Federal Coordinating
Council composed of the heads of 11 Federal
departments and agencies. The Secretary of
the Interior would serve as chair. The pur-
poses of the Council are to:

Identify Federal programs that can assist
the Partnership Program;

Establish methods to collaborate together
and with other governmental and nongovern-
mental entities on cultural heritage pro-
grams and projects;

Find ways to cut red tape and increase effi-
ciencies in delivering services under existing
Federal programs to States, Indian Tribes,
local governments, and private organiza-
tions; and

Assure that the Partnership Program is re-
sponsive to the diverse needs of commu-
nities, from urban centers to remote rural
areas, and are balanced in outreach and
funding.

Citizens Advisory Committee: The legisla-
tion establishes an 11 member Citizens Advi-
sory Committee appointed by the Secretary
of the Interior to provide independent advice
from the private sector to the Partnership
Program and the Federal Coordinating Coun-
cil. Members would be chosen for 5 year
terms from among individuals who represent
a range of technical expertise as well as
broad based interests in cultural heritage re-
sources, heritage areas, heritage tourism and
related economic and community develop-
ment.

Partnerships: In carrying out the Partner-
ship Program, the Secretary of the Interior
would coordinate with and seek the partici-
pation of organizations and agencies in-
volved in heritage areas and related cultural
heritage tourism and economic and commu-
nity development, including:

(1) Private sector non-profit organizations.
(2) Educational and training institutions.
(3) Professional societies and trade associa-

tions.
(4) State and local government agencies

and affiliated organizations.
(5) Indian tribes and tribal organizations.
(6) Other offices and programs within the

National Park Service, including Units of
the National Park System.

(7) Federal agencies, including agencies
not represented on the Federal Coordinating
Council, and Federal organizations such as
Coastal America and the National Rural De-
velopment Council; and

(8) International agencies and organiza-
tions.

Information, Technical Assistance, and
Awards. The Partnership Program would
provide information and technical assistance
on cultural heritage resources and activities,
including heritage areas, heritage tourism
and related economic and community devel-
opment. The information would be available
electronically on the World Wide Web. Tech-
nical assistance would include developing
models of cultural heritage partnership
agreements; holding workshops, conferences,
training and public meetings; developing
guidance on ways to access Federal pro-
grams; and coordinating meetings with Fed-
eral agencies and non-federal partners. An
awards program would be established to rec-
ognize exemplary projects or programs that
carry out the purposes of this Act.

Grants. The legislation authorizes the Sec-
retary of the Interior to make grants, on a
competitive basis, to States, Indian tribes,
local governments and nonprofit organiza-
tions. Annual funding for the grants is
capped at $9 million. No applicant could re-
ceive more than $50,000 in grants in any fis-
cal year, and all grants must be matched on
a 50 percent basis. All grant recipients must
have at least one partner who also contrib-
utes facilities, supplies or services for the
project. Priority would be given to projects
that have more than two entities who con-
tribute facilities, supplies or services or
projects representing a broad base of inter-
ests that can increase community involve-
ment.

Types of Projects: Among the types of
projects that may be funded are projects
that:

(1) Develop plans, programs, training, and
informational materials relating to the de-
velopment, management or interpretation of

cultural heritage resources and heritage
areas or potential heritage areas;

(2) Create innovative projects that address
natural resource conservation, environ-
mental education, outdoor recreation, eco-
nomic revitalization, archaeology, historic,
scenic and cultural preservation, and the
arts, humanities and folklore;

(3) Carry out cultural heritage activities in
conjunction with libraries, museums and
schools

(4) Improve the organizational and man-
agement capacity of cultural heritage orga-
nizations and agencies;

(5) Create or implement innovative ways to
combine historic property restoration and
conservation with economic and community
development;

(6) Provide electronic access, including
equipment and training, especially in rural
or underserved urban communities, to pro-
mote cultural heritage activities or heritage
areas;

(7) Develop alliances among heritage areas
within a State and among the States;

(8) Share information with other nations
on cultural heritage programs in the United
States; and

(9) Develop programs for collecting infor-
mation on cultural heritage activities and
resources in other nations that might serve
as models for similar activities in the United
States.

Report: The legislation directs the Sec-
retary of the Interior to prepare a report to
Congress within 4 years of enactment that
describes the accomplishments of Partner-
ship Program; identifies any problems that
were encountered in implementing the provi-
sions of this Act; and recommends any
changes are needed in the Partnership Pro-
gram, including amendments to the Act.

Definitions: Standard definitions are pro-
vided for terms used throughout the Act.
The term ‘‘Heritage Area’’ is defined as ‘‘a
discrete geographic area or region (including
trails, corridors, rivers, and watersheds) des-
ignated by Federal, State, tribal or local leg-
islation or executive action and having a dis-
tinctive sense of place embodied in its his-
toric buildings, communities, traditions, cul-
tural and natural features.’’

Annual Funding: In addition to the $9 mil-
lion authorized annually to be appropriated
for the grants program, the $500,000 is au-
thorized for information and technical as-
sistance and $500,000 for program administra-
tion.

f

RECOGNITION OF ‘‘STAMP OUT
HUNGER’’ FOOD DRIVE

HON. STEPHEN HORN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize the men and women of the United
States Postal Service for their tireless efforts
on behalf of the ‘‘Stamp Out Hunger’’ pro-
gram. On Saturday May 12th letter carriers in
all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands and Guam collected
food donations from postal customers along
their routes in what has become the largest
volunteer effort in America.

Saturday’s collection marks the ninth con-
secutive year that the National Association of
Letter Carriers, in conjunction with the Postal
Service and Campbell’s Soup, has conducted
this food drive. The nationwide effort began
with a generous donation of one million
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pounds of food from Campbell’s Soup. Since
the ‘‘Stamp Out Hunger’’ program’s inception
nearly 400 million pounds of food have been
collected and distributed to hundreds of local
food banks and pantries. The food drive
comes at a critical time to help food banks
and pantries restock their bare shelves that
have emptied from the winter months.

I commend the thousands of letter carriers
and the millions of postal customers that con-
tributed to the success of this years ‘‘Stamp
Out Hunger’’ food drive. These individuals can
should be proud knowing that their contribu-
tions will make a difference.

f

RECOGNIZING ANN BANCROFT

HON. BILL LUTHER
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Speaker, my home state
of Minnesota is proud of its strong and historic
pioneer spirit. The often-brutal winters of Min-
nesota that early inhabitants endured, how-
ever, are no match for the icy tundra of Ant-
arctica, recently traversed by a woman from
Scandia, Minnesota.

Ann Bancroft is the first woman ever to
cross the ice to the North and South Poles.
She dogsledded 1,000 miles to the North Pole
as the only female member of the Steger Ex-
pedition and led the 67-day American Wom-
en’s Expedition to the South Pole on skis. Not
content with these outstanding achievements,
she also founded and led the nonprofit Ann
Bancroft Foundation, dedicated to celebrating
the successes of women and girls.

In the true spirit of a pioneer, Ms. Bancroft
not only crossed geographic boundaries, but
she traveled across gender barriers as well to
become an inspiration for women and girls
around the globe. Her work continues to cele-
brate the potential and the victories of women
every day. I want to take this opportunity to
recognize Ann Bancroft for her bravery not
only to go where no woman has gone before,
but also for encouraging young women to
reach for their own dreams.

f

HUMAN RIGHTS PROBLEMS IN
KAZAKHSTAN

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to call attention to the lamentable
human rights situation in Kazakhstan. On April
4, in a meeting with Kanat Saudabaev,
Kazakhstan’s new Ambassador to Wash-
ington, I welcomed his desire for cooperation
and his willingness to improve his country’s
image, but I emphasized that Kazakhstan’s
reputation has indeed been badly tarnished
and that concrete actions, not implausible
pledges of democratization, were necessary.
Considering the recent political trends in that
important Central Asian country, I would like to
share with my colleagues a number of the
concerns I raised with Ambassador
Saudabaev.

As a Washington Post editorial pointed out
on May 1, President Nursultan Nazarbaev has

recently been intensifying his longstanding
campaign of repression against the political
opposition, independent media, and civil soci-
ety. Especially alarming is the escalation in
the level of brutality. In the last few months,
several opposition activists have been as-
saulted. Platon Pak of the ‘‘Azamat’’ Party was
stabbed on February 7. Fortunate to survive,
he said his attackers told him to ‘‘deliver their
message to the head of his political party.’’ On
March 1, Ms. Gulzhan Yergalieva, the Deputy
Head of the opposition ‘‘People’s Congress of
Kazakhstan’’ and a well-known journalist,
was—along with her husband and son—at-
tacked and robbed in her home. Prior to these
incidents, both opposition parties strongly criti-
cized the Kazakh Government’s running of an
electoral reform working group. In late Feb-
ruary, Alexandr Shushannikov, the chairman
of the East Kazakhstan branch of the ‘‘Lad’’
Slavic Movement, was beaten by unknown as-
sailants in the town of Ust-Kamenogorsk.

Less violent harassment of the opposition
has continued unabated. Amirzhan Kosanov,
the Acting Head of the Executive Committee
of the opposition Republican People’s Party of
Kazakhstan (RNPK), found threatening graffiti
in the stairwells of his apartment building, on
the doors of his apartment, and on neigh-
boring buildings on March 17. Later that night,
hooligans threw rocks at the windows of the
apartment of Almira Kusainova, the RNPK’s
Press Secretary. In one case, a large rock
shattered one of the windows.

To add insult to injury, Mr. Kosanov has
been barred from leaving Kazakhstan. He is
the former Press Secretary of Akezhan
Kazhegeldin, Kazakhstan’s former Prime Min-
ister and now the exiled head of the RNPK.
Claiming Mr. Kosanov had access to ‘‘state
secrets,’’ the authorities have confiscated his
passport—even though he had left
Kazakhstan many times before. To round out
the campaign against Mr. Kosanov, a series of
articles and reports in pro-government media
have accused him of adultery and pedophilia.

In addition, Pyotr Afanasenko and Satzhan
lbrayev, two RNPK members who were Mr.
Kazhegeldin’s bodyguards, were sentenced in
April 2000 to three years in prison for a weap-
ons offense; an appeals court upheld the con-
victions. The OSCE Center in Almaty has stat-
ed that it considers the charges to be political
in nature. Moreover, these two individuals, as
former members of the security forces, should
be in special prisons instead of being incarcer-
ated among the general prison population,
where they are in danger.

Along with the targeting of opposition activ-
ists, the ongoing crackdown on freedom of the
press has continued. Most media outlets have
long been under the direct or indirect control
of members of the president’s family, leaving
independent and opposition media under con-
stant pressure and at serious risk. After the
opposition weekly XXIst Century printed arti-
cles last October about alleged corruption by
President Nazarbaev, the publication’s editor,
Bigeldy Gabdullin, was charged with ‘‘harming
the honor and dignity of the President.’’ On
April 3, Yermurat Bapi, editor of the opposition
weekly SolDat, was convicted of ‘‘publicly in-
sulting the dignity and honor of the President.’’
The court also ordered that the print run of
SolDat in which the offending article appeared
be destroyed.

Mr. Bapi, who was sentenced to one year in
jail and ordered to pay $280 in court ex-

penses, was immediately pardoned under a
presidential amnesty. Still, his conviction re-
mains on the books, which will prevent him
from traveling abroad, among other restric-
tions. Mr. Bapi is appealing the verdict. As for
Mr. Gabdullin, the prosecutor’s office issued a
press release on April 6 stating that it had
dropped the case against him due to ‘‘the ab-
sence of [a] crime,’’ although his newspaper
has not yet received formal confirmation.

While both editors are currently at liberty, as
the Committee to Protect Journalists (CPJ)
points out, their newspapers cannot publish in
Kazakhstan because local printers will not risk
angering local officials. In an April 17 letter to
President Nazarbaev, CPJ concluded that ‘‘we
remain deeply concerned about your govern-
ment’s frequent use of politically-motivated
criminal charges to harass opposition journal-
ists’’ and called on him ‘‘to create an atmos-
phere in which all journalists may work without
fear of reprisal.’’

Apart from intimidating individual journalists
and publications, Kazakhstan’s authorities
have taken legal action to restrict freedom of
speech. The country’s Senate on April 17 ap-
proved a draft media law that limits the re-
transmission of foreign programs and will also
subject Internet web pages to the same con-
trols as print media. Moreover, media outlets
can be held responsible for news not obtained
from official sources. In other words, if the
New York Times or CNN runs stories
Kazakhstan’s leadership finds distasteful,
Kazakh media outlets risk legal sanction for
re-running those reports. Considering the on-
going investigations by the U.S. Department of
Justice into high-level corruption in
Kazakhstan, it is easy to draw inferences
about what kinds of stories the authorities
would eagerly spike. Indeed, although Mr.
Gabdullin and Bapi were formally prosecuted
for articles in their newspapers, both had also
previously signed an open letter, published in
the January 15 edition of Roll Call, expressing
their support for the investigation.

Mr. Speaker, Kazakh authorities have also
stepped up harassment of NGOS. The OSCE
Center in Almaty, the Washington-based Na-
tional Democratic Institute (NDI), and
Internews-Kazakhstan had jointly organized
public forums in 9 regions of Kazakhstan to
educate local citizens, media, and interested
parties about the proposed amendments to
the media law. After the law’s passage, local
organizers of these Forums on Mass Media
were called in to the Procuracy for ‘‘conversa-
tions.’’ Other government agencies which took
part in this intimidation were the Tax Police
and the Financial Police.

According to OSCE sources, the authorities
offered local NGOs ‘‘friendly’’ advice about not
working with the OSCE and NDI. In Atyrau,
one NGO contacted by the Financial Police
did not even participate in these forums but
that did not stop the police from sending a
written request for information on ‘‘whether or
not your organization had contacts with the
OSCE or NDI in 2000–2001.’’ Clearly, the au-
thorities are singling out NGOs which maintain
contacts with the OSCE and NDI and warning
them about the possible consequences. In
some instances, the authorities have made
good on the implied threat and opened tax in-
vestigations into NGOs, seizing their docu-
ments and even computers, as happened in
Almaty and Karaganda. This campaign is a
blatant attack on the activities of the OSCE, of
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which Kazakhstan is a participating State, and
other international organizations which pro-
mote democratization.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, to round out a very de-
pressing picture, Kazakhstan’s parliament is
reportedly working towards the adoption of
amendments to the law on religion that will se-
verely limit freedom of conscience. The draft
provisions would require at least 50 members
for a religious association to be registered (the
law currently requires 10). In order to engage
in ‘‘missionary activity,’’ which would involve
merely sharing religious beliefs with others, in-
dividuals—citizens or not—would have to be
registered with the government, and religious
activity would be permitted only at the site of
a religious organization, which could bar meet-
ings in rented facilities or even private homes.
Violation of these provisions could lead to a
sentence of one-year in prison or even two
years of ‘‘corrective labor,’’ and to the closing
of religious organizations.

These draft amendments to the religion law
were introduced in Kazakhstan’s parliament in
early April. According to the U.S. Embassy in
Almaty, no date has been scheduled for dis-
cussion of the legislation though it is expected
the measure will be considered before the cur-
rent session ends in June. The U.S. Govern-
ment, the OSCE, and other international agen-
cies have expressed concern about the pos-
sible restriction of religious liberty, and there is
reason to fear the worst.

In recent months, the attitude underlying
these draft amendments has already had a
real impact on believers. American citizens
who did humanitarian work in several cities in
Kazakhstan have been harassed, intimidated
and eventually deported. The formal cause of
their expulsion was violation of administrative
regulations but one official told an American
the real reason was because they were Chris-
tians. In one particularly brutal, ugly case,
Americans who had been told to leave the
country were preparing to do so when the au-
thorities brought them back from the airport so
they could be videotaped for TV broadcasts
portraying them as engaging in various sorts
of subversive activities. An American family
preparing to leave Ust-Kamenorgorsk was har-
assed by a Kazakh security official who threat-
ened to spend the entire night in their tiny
apartment to make sure they left. It took sev-
eral hours before he could be persuaded to
leave, despite the fact that his presence was
frightening a pregnant American woman.

Jehovah’s Witnesses have also reported
stepped-up harassment and intimidation. Over
the past few months, central and local media
have been attacking Jehovah’s Witnesses,
who are depicted as religious extremists. In
one bizarre case, according to the Witnesses,
a television station broadcast video footage of
Islamic terrorists, who were described as Je-
hovah’s Witnesses, as well as footage of a po-
lice raid on a meeting held in a private home.

Kazakhstan’s new Administrative Violation
Code, which went into effect in February, al-
lows the suspension or prohibition of religious
organizations for evading registration or for
violating assembly rules. This has already
been used to suspend the activity of a group
of Jehovah’s Witnesses in Kyzyl-Orda. A simi-
lar case is pending in Taraz.

Just today, May 16, Keston News Service
reports that authorities have declared a Baptist
church in the town of Kulsary (Atyrau region)
illegal and ordered it to stop all meetings,

claiming that it may not function until it is reg-
istered. In fact, Kazakh law does not ban ac-
tivity by religious communities without registra-
tion, but the regional prosecutor upheld the
ban. Church leaders intend to appeal the deci-
sion, but local lawyers are afraid to take such
a case.

Keston further reports that on April 10, the
authorities in Kyzylorda fined a Baptist church
7,750 tenge (about $53) and suspended its
activities until it obtains registration. In Feb-
ruary, police had raided a Kazakh-language
service at that church, demanding that partici-
pants show their identity documents and write
statements about the gathering. They con-
fiscated religious writings in Kazakh and Rus-
sian, and took five people, including the leader
of the service, Erlan Sarsenbaev, to the police
station. According to the Baptists, the police
told them ‘‘During the Soviet times, believers
like you were shot. Now you are feeling at
peace, but we will show you.’’ When
Sarsenbaev refused to write a statement, po-
lice officers ‘‘began to hit him on his neck, ab-
domen and head with a plastic bottle filled
with water.’’ Finally, they forged his signature,
and wrote the statement on his behalf.

As President Bush recently said, ‘‘the newly
independent republics of Central Asia impose
troubling limits on religious expression and
missionary work.’’ This trend in Kazakhstan is
especially disturbing because despite the con-
sistent consolidation of presidential power and
general crackdown on opposition and dissent,
relative religious freedom had been one of the
bright spots. It seems this bright spot is about
to disappear.

Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago, Erlan
Idrisov, Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Kazakhstan, visited Washington. In his public
speaking engagements, he focused on
Kazakhstan’s emphasis on stability and its de-
sire for good relations with its neighbors.
These are understandable priorities which the
United States has every reason to support.
But Minister Idrisov simply discounted charges
of human rights problems, arguing on May 2
at the Carnegie Endowment that the above-
mentioned Washington Post editorial is ‘‘not
the final word’’ on the human rights situation
in his country.

Minister Idrisov may disagree with any
Washington Post editorial, if he likes. But
when you consider many other sources, such
as the State Department’s report on human
rights practices, the Committee to Protect
Journalists (which last year named President
Nazarbaev one of the world’s ten worst en-
emies of the media), and the OSCE Center in
Almaty, the overall impression is clear and in-
disputable. Despite official Kazakh claims
about progress, the human rights situation is
poor and threatens to get worse. If President
Nazarbaev wants to change that impression
and convince people that he is sincere about
wanting to democratize his country, he must
take concrete steps to do so. The time is long
past when we could take his assurances at
face value.

RECOGNIZING VERNA IRENE
SWOBODA

HON. SAM GRAVES
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate Verna Irene Swoboda, a lifelong
resident of St. Joseph, Missouri, who is cele-
brating her 90th birthday, today, May 16,
2001. She was born in St. Joseph in 1911, the
only daughter of Thomas and Vera Moore,
along with her four brothers, Joseph, Wilbur,
Norman, and Mason. She was married to her
late husband, Ralph J. Swoboda, for 61 years.

Verna’s four children, Rachel, Tom, Vera,
and Gloria are hosting a birthday celebration
for her on May 26th at the home of her daugh-
ter, Rachel, in St. Joseph. It is expected that
her entire family, including nine grandchildren
and eight great grandchildren will attend,
many coming from out of state. Also, her
many friends in the senior residence where
she lives in her own apartment plan to cele-
brate with her on May 16th.

Verna enjoys good health and is very active
with her family, her church, her friends, and
her hobbies. She still enjoys painting, writing
poetry, reading good books, and working on
her scrapbooks and picture albums. She is a
very spunky lady with a very sharp wit and is
adored by all who know her. She can tell a
very good story and has always been proud of
her Irish heritage, and she is especially proud
of her hometown of St. Joseph.

Again, I want to wish Verna Irene Swoboda
all the very best on her 90th birthday.

f

THE STATE AND LOCAL
CANDIDATE FAIRNESS ACT

HON. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, JR.
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing legislation to extend to the
principal campaign committee of state and
local candidates for elective public office the
same graduated tax rates which apply to the
principal campaign committee of a candidate
for Congress.

In running for Congress, Members of the
House are made aware of the Section 527 tax
laws that apply to congressional campaign
committees. What many Members of Con-
gress may not be aware of is the unfair tax
treatment of campaign committees for state
and local candidates. Recently, state rep-
resentatives from my home state of Wisconsin
brought to my attention the burdensome tax
laws involving the graduated tax rates applica-
ble to interest bearing accounts for state and
local campaign committees. Under current
law, the tax rate applied to the interest earned
by a campaign committee is determined by
which office the candidate seeks. State and
local candidates are forced to pay a 35% tax
rate while congressional candidates pay only
15% on interest bearing accounts for their pri-
mary campaign committees.

That is why I am introducing the State and
Local Candidate Fairness Act. This legislation
would allow state and local candidates to pay
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the same tax rate as congressional candidates
on interest bearing accounts for their cam-
paign committees.

As we are asking our state and local offi-
cials to build better and safer communities, we
should be encouraging more involvement from
our citizens and not discouraging them from
participating in state or local government.

By addressing unfair tax burdens on state
candidates, my legislation would also help to
simplify the tax code. By making the tax rates
the same for state and local candidates as
they are for congressional candidates, the tax
code will in a small way become simpler for
everyone running for office. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation to fight
against unfair tax rates for candidates for state
and local office.

f

TRIBUTE TO DR. JOHN HORN

HON. PETE SESSIONS
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recognize today an outstanding educator from
my district, Dr. John Horn. At the end of this
school year, Dr. Horn will retire as Super-
intendent of the Mesquite Independent School
District, bringing his long and distinguished ca-
reer to a close.

During his 38-year career, Dr. Horn has
been a visionary in public education, receiving
numerous awards for his service. In 1995, he
was honored as the Texas Superintendent of
the Year by the Texas Association of School
Administrators. The Mesquite ISD, with over
32,000 students, has thrived under his leader-
ship, most recently earning the ‘‘Recognized’’
rating from the Texas Education Agency in
2000.

Dr. Horn involves the entire community in
the improvement of education and involves
himself in the community through various civic
organizations. Often referred to as the ‘‘super-
intendent’s superintendent,’’ Dr. Horn has thor-
oughly dedicated himself to the education and
enrichment of his students.

Although he be will greatly missed, Dr.
Horn’s legacy will serve as a constant re-
minder of his extraordinary career. I ask my
colleagues to join me in congratulating Dr.
John Horn on all of his accomplishments and
wishing him the best for his well-deserved re-
tirement.

f

THE TREND OF PRIVATIZATION

HON. TED STRICKLAND
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I want to
address a trend that I find very disturbing; a
trend that I encounter again and again across
a spectrum of seemingly unrelated issues. It is
the trend of privatization, the trend of govern-
ment forfeiting its responsibilities to those it
serves.

I believe strongly that certain societal func-
tions are so important that they simply must
be carried out by the government, namely the
imprisonment of criminals and the mainte-

nance of a health care safety net for our most
vulnerable citizens. Now, I realize that these
two functions are extremely divergent, but
both are vitally important to society. The pur-
pose of imprisonment is to protect the public
from dangerous individuals who are paying a
debt to society, and the purpose of the public
health safety net is to protect the public, par-
ticularly the poor, from the ravages of prevent-
able and treatable disease.

These two public functions have one very
important thing in common: once we privatize
them and turn over their missions to profit-
making entities, we will never be able to re-
build what we have lost.

Public hospitals and public health centers
provide a vital service as part of our national
health care delivery system; they provide care
to those who would be turned away from other
institutions for not having health insurance.
They often serve the poorest and the sickest
populations, and are particularly attuned to the
health consequences of delayed care, poverty,
poor nutrition and chronic disease. Because
these institutions are directly accountable to
the public, they serve the public well—better,
I would argue, than a privatized counterpart. I
am not saying that private hospitals are not
important or that they do not provide their
share of uncompensated care, because they
do, and we need to have them around. I am
saying that public health care providers play a
very important role in the health care market-
place, and they are unique in that they are
more directly accountable to the public than
are their private counterparts. More important,
once we break our commitment to providing
public health care by privatizing this service,
we will find it very difficult, if not impossible, to
re-establish this vital component of our com-
prehensive health care delivery system. I fear
that we are moving toward this unfortunate
state of affairs right now in our nation’s capitol
with the proposed privatization of DC General
Hospital. Mr. Speaker, I believe that the plan
to privatize DC General is, like most privatiza-
tion plans, an extremely shortsighted measure
that will jeopardize the availability of quality
health care for some of the city’s poorest citi-
zens.

Likewise, the privatization of our nation’s
prisons is a practice that I find equally repug-
nant. The need to make a profit creates an in-
centive for private prison companies to cut
comers when it comes to the security of the
facility and the quality of correction personnel.
The result is understaffing, low wages, inad-
equate training, poor benefits, and difficult
working conditions. Reports from various pri-
vate facilities reveal a failure to fill staff posi-
tions, a failure to provide government man-
dated programs that involve proper correc-
tional officer training and prisoner rehabilitation
programs, and a failure to implement tested,
comprehensive security measures. Addition-
ally, when governments contract out with pri-
vate prison operators, taxpayers lose much in
the way of valuable oversight tools. Neverthe-
less, they are still forced to assume much of
the financial and legal liability associated with
the operation of private prisons. If there are
riots or breakouts, local government authori-
ties are called in to handle the situation. When
a private prison official violates an inmates
rights, the taxpayers from the community—not
the prison corporation—foot the bill for the
lawsuit.

Whether it’s the security of our prison sys-
tem or the health care of America’s poorest

citizens, privatization is a risky business that
could cost us dearly down the road. I hope
that the Congress will take very seriously its
responsibility to the American public and not
continue efforts to privatize safety net health
care providers or the nation’s prison system.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE MAR-
GARET VILLAGRAN (SIERRA)
MELENDEZ

HON. JOE BACA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great sad-
ness that I note the passing of Margaret
Villagran (Sierra) Melendez, the mother of
Ruby Ramirez on my staff.

Margaret was born to Milton Villagran &
Juanita Palacios on June 10, 1910 in El Paso,
Texas. She was the 15th child of a family of
17. Her father was employed for Santa Fe
until he died in 1917. Her mother was a
housewife for the most part, and followed her
husband wherever he was sent. She did the
laundry for the work crews at the different
sites that they were assigned to.

Margaret came to California at the age of 10
with her sister who was 17. Her brothers were
working at the Jurupa Quary in South Fontana
and her sister came to work as a housekeeper
for one of the owners of a winery in Guasti.
They had to leave their mother behind until
they had enough money to relocate them to
California which was about two years later.
She attended an elementary school named
‘‘Wineville’’ later changed to Guasti.

Margaret dropped out of school at 14 and
went to live with her brother, Albert Villagran
in Orange, CA. She was bilingual and went to
work for Woolworths as a sales girl. Later she
worked at the Hunts Co. and Sunkist Packing
House. She came back to Fontana when she
was 18 and met her husband, Pete Sierra.
They got married and moved to Colton in
1927. They bought a house at 965 Jefferson
Lane and she lived there until she was hos-
pitalized.

Tragically, her first husband was killed in
1956 by a drunk driver. She was a widow for
19 years and then she remarried Frank
Melendez in 1977. Frank and Margaret had
dated before she married Pete. 32 years later,
they met and got married. He died in 1999.

Margaret was a loving caring mother to ev-
eryone. Everyone that came to her house was
welcome and the first thing she did was feed
them. She was active in the Heart Association
and once a year took care of collecting funds
for the Heart Foundation. She volunteered for
the Cancer Association, VFW, PTA, and was
a member of San Salvador Catholic Church.
She liked to work in her garden and cook on
her wooden stove whenever she had a
chance. Her house was a regular soup kitch-
en. Her house was located between the Union
Pacific and the Southern Pacific Railroads.
Every person that got off the train came
knocking on her door and they never went
away hungry.

Margaret never missed an election. She
made sure that she had her absentee ballot.
She was a good listener, helped wherever she
was needed and never complained even with
all the hardships she encountered throughout
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her life. Everyone called her ‘‘Grandma Mar-
garet.’’

Margaret leaves behind five daughters, Tillie
Rodriguez, Ruby Ramirez, Mary Ramirez, Lor-
raine Chavez, JoAnn Beckman; and five sons,
Pete Sierra Jr., Charlie Sierra, Amador Sierra,
Johnny Sierra, and Joe Madrigal; sixty-five
grandchildren; and four great-grandchildren.

I extend to the family my condolences and
wish blessings to them in their time of mourn-
ing. We say, ‘‘goodbye, we miss you, God
bless.’’

f

IN SUPPORT OF NATIONAL
WOMEN’S HEALTH WEEK

HON. CARRIE P. MEEK
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of National Women’s Health
Week, to speak of a topic near and dear to
me which is Lupus.

I know firsthand the heartache that lupus
causes. I lost a sister to lupus and have seen
many others suffer from this incurable dis-
ease. I know all too well the difficulties per-
sons with lupus face to maintain employment
and lead normal lives. I have seen the often-
devastating side effects of current treatment
regimens. I also know the profound impact
that my sister’s disease had on me and that
lupus often has on the family and friends of
lupus patients.

More people have lupus than AIDS, cerebral
palsy, multiple sclerosis, sickle-cell anemia
and cystic fibrosis combined. Yet I believe that
much of the public does not yet have this
awareness. The Lupus Foundation of America
estimates that between 1,400,000 and
2,000,000 people have been diagnosed with
lupus. Many others have the disease, but
have not even been diagnosed because of the
insidious way in which lupus ‘‘masks’’ itself,
thereby often making it difficult to diagnose.
Many lupus victims are mis-diagnosed, and
some victims even die, without even knowing
that they have this disease.

Lupus is a wide-spread and devastating
autoimmune disease that causes the immune
system to attack the body’s own tissue and or-
gans, including the kidneys, heart, lungs,
brain, blood, or skin. It afflicts women nine
times more than it does men, and is three
times more prevalent in women of color than
Caucasian women. Lupus has its most signifi-
cant impact on young women during their
childbearing years (ages 15–44).

Lupus patients from poor or rural areas
often cannot access the level of specialty care
required to manage such a varied and com-
plex disease. When first presenting symptoms
of the disease, lupus patients usually contact
their family physician. It is not unusual for peo-
ple to have lupus for three to five years and
to visit up to five doctors before they receive
a correct diagnosis. Unfortunately, medical
schools do not provide family physicians with
sufficient training to recognize lupus.

I am sure that increased public awareness
of the pervasiveness of lupus will substantially
assist our efforts to increase funding not only
for research, but also for the treatment and
support services that the Congress authorized
last November when It passed my lupus bill,

H.R. 762, as part of the Public Health Im-
provement Act of 2000 (P.L. 106–505). Pas-
sage of H.R. 762 was an important step in the
fight against lupus, one of which I am ex-
tremely proud. But it is not enough. It is time
to take the next step this year by funding the
research, treatment and support services that
the Congress authorized last year when it
passed my lupus bill.

Lupus affects multiple organ systems and
can be an expensive disease to manage.
Treatment requires the participation of many
different medical specialists and expensive
specialized testing and procedures. The aver-
age annual cost of medical treatment for a
lupus patient is between $6,000 and $10,000.
However, for some people with lupus, medical
costs may exceed several thousand dollars
every month. Lupus can be financially dev-
astating for many families.

It was these human factors that caused me
to offer H.R. 762 and to work so hard for so
many years with all of you for its passage.
The case management and comprehensive
treatment services that we authorized in H.R.
762 for individuals with lupus, and the support
services that we authorized for their families,
will be tremendously helpful, but only if we
adequately fund them. We need a coordi-
nated, targeted, well-executed appropriations
strategy to make the promise of these pro-
grams a reality.

My lupus bill that the Congress passed last
year authorizes appropriations of such funds
as are necessary for FY 2001 through FY
2003 for lupus research, education, and treat-
ment, including a grant program to expand the
availability of lupus services. It also empowers
the Secretary of the Department of Health and
Human Services to protect the poor and the
uninsured from financial devastation by limiting
charges to individuals receiving lupus services
pursuant to the grant program, the way that
we do under the Ryan White Care Act, should
the Secretary deem it appropriate to adopt
such limitations.

H.R. 762 authorizes research to determine
the reasons underlying the increased preva-
lence of lupus in women, including African-
American women; basic research concerning
the etiology and causes of the disease; epide-
miological studies to address, among other
things, the differences among the sexes and
among racial and ethnic groups with respect
to the frequency of the disease; the develop-
ment of improved diagnostic techniques; clin-
ical research for the development and evalua-
tion of new treatments, including new biologi-
cal agents; and information and education pro-
grams for health care professionals and the
public.

The bill also authorizes appropriations of
such sums as are necessary for FY 2001
through FY 2003 for a grant program. This
program would support a wide range of serv-
ices for the diagnosis and disease manage-
ment of lupus for lupus patients, as well as a
broad range of support services for lupus pa-
tients and their families, including transpor-
tation services, attendant care, homemaker
services, day or respite care, counseling on fi-
nancial assistance and insurance, and other
support services.

I think it is appropriate during National
Women’s Health Week, that Congress fully
fund research and treatment programs such
as this.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE
FRANCISCA GARMON

HON. JOE BACA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great sad-
ness that I rise in memory of Francisca
Garmon, of my district, who passed away on
Mother’s Day, May 13, 2001.

Francisca served as vice president of the
local union, United Steelworkers of America
Local 7600, which represents approximately
4,000 Kaiser Permanente Medical Center Em-
ployees in San Bernardino and Riverside
counties. A woman of great faith, Francisca
was known for her resilience and tenacity. A
gifted communicator, she was asked by the
union to serve as a spokeswoman because of
her speaking abilities. A talented singer, she
made a recording last year at the request of
the Steelworkers International.

Francisca is survived by her husband,
James Garmon, a physician’s assistant at Kai-
ser Permanente’s San Bernardino Clinic. She
is also survived by her mother Virginia; Chil-
dren Johnny, Troy and Anna (Sey), who is a
customer service representative at Kaiser’s
Corona Call Center; grandchildren Dana,
Kaleb and Jacob; brother, Richard; sisters
Evelyn, Jeannie and Rosie; and many other
relatives.

Francisca had worked for Kaiser
Permanente for 18 years. Prior to becoming a
grievance officer she served as an assistant
grievance officer. In the year 2000, Fran be-
came vice president of USWA Local 7600.
She served as co-chair of the Legislative and
Education Committee, was active in the Labor
Management Partnership and was a political
activist for State and Federal labor laws.

Francisca’s presence, along with her efforts
and hard work, will be missed tremendously
by all her Brothers and Sisters of Local 7600,
and indeed, all in our community, but our com-
forting memories of her will live on.

Francisca also served her country in the
armed forces, in the Air Force from April 4,
1970, through September 11, 1970, being
honorably discharged due to pregnancy; and
also in the Army for two years, being honor-
ably discharged on April 17, 1979.

Francisca made a lasting difference in her
community. Our hearts go out to her family
and loved ones. With God’s grace we know
she will have peace.

f

THE COST OF HIGH ENERGY
PRICES ON OUR NATION’S AGRI-
CULTURE PRODUCERS

HON. JERRY MORAN
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to call attention to the energy crisis that
is draining the farm economy. My district, like
many rural areas across the country, has suf-
fered greatly as a result of high energy prices.
Agricultural producers in particular have been
hit hard as higher diesel and natural gas
prices increase fuel, irrigation energy, and fer-
tilizer costs.
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Our reliance on foreign oil and dependency

on imported fuel has created a crisis for our
nation’s farmers. Kansas producers’ net in-
come fell 7.7 percent in 2000, down 11 per-
cent from the five-year average, largely be-
cause of the summer drought and dramatic in-
creases in the price of energy. On a nation-
wide average, energy costs alone caused a 6
percent decrease in farm income.

According to the Kansas Farm Management
Association, average cash operating expenses
on Kansas farms increased 6.2 percent last
year, and the increase was largely related to
energy prices. Combined gas, fuel and oil ex-
penses rose $2,551 per farm, a 33 percent in-
crease. Prices for nitrogen fertilizers, a natural
gas derivative, were the primary determinant
in driving fertilizer costs up more than 10%
above the 1999 average. Irrigation energy
costs for a typical irrigated corn farm in west-
ern Kansas were $34,026, approximately one-
fourth of the gross revenue generated. This
figure represents an increase of almost $18
per acre just to run the irrigation system.

With commodity markets remaining at
record lows and the tremendous increase in
energy prices, last year it cost farmers more to
produce grain than they were paid for it. With-
out emergency assistance, producers would
have lost money.

Unfortunately, projections for the 2001 crop
year are not optimistic. Given the current sta-
tus of energy supply and demand, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture predicts that producers will
face a 15 percent decrease in net cash in-
come due to energy and fertilizer costs.
Losses will be still greater for irrigators.

In addition to the negative impact on crop
producers, the livestock segment of the agri-
culture industry has also been affected by fuel
costs. According to the National Cattleman’s
Beef Association Cattle-Fax, high energy
prices have cost the fed cattle market $4 per
hundred weight in decreased demand. The cri-
ses spreads across commodities and across
all regions of the country, from rice producers
in California, to Kansas wheat farmers, to New
England dairies.

Since I arrived in Congress, I have asked
both the Administration and my colleagues to
develop a national energy policy. I look for-
ward to reviewing the findings of the Domestic
Energy Policy Task Force headed by Vice
President CHENEY when their report is re-
leased tomorrow. As we finally begin to look at
legislation regarding national energy policy, it
is important to keep in mind both the short
and long term challenges that exist in the agri-
cultural sector.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE TIMOTHY
SECHRIST

HON. JOE BACA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, it is with great sad-
ness that I note the passing of Timothy
Sechrist, formerly my Press Secretary and
Senior Legislative Aide, who died of a heart
attack in Los Angeles this past weekend (May
13, 2001).

In addition to working on my staff, Tim also
worked for Congressman Doug Applegate (OH
1984–94); and the Honorable Ron DeLugo

(PR). He also served on the staffs of the Hon-
orable BART STUPAK and the Honorable
MARCY KAPTUR and did some committee work.

Tim was from the old school, a different era,
when the institution of Congress was perhaps
a little bit smaller, a little bit more collegial, a
little more productive. I think he sought to cap-
ture that quality in all that he did.

As a new Member, who was still learning
how to get around the Capitol, I found Tim’s
guidance indispensable. He knew everything
from how to advance briefings with the Presi-
dent at the White House and legislative meet-
ings, to how to further a complicated par-
liamentary maneuver on the floor. Tim was a
walking reference of the rules and procedures
of the House, a mentor to staff, a tutor to
Members.

As a long-time staff member on the Hill, Tim
lived and breathed this institution. To walk
around the Capitol with Tim was to be steeped
in the history and lore of the place. One could
not help but feel a sense of reverence, and
even a little intimidation at the shoes one must
fill coming to this great institution. He could
make history come alive by describing the ori-
gin of a bullet hole in the Senate Chambers,
and the story behind the portraits on the walls.

A gifted raconteur, Tim entertained us with
legends about larger-than-life Members who
have graced the Chambers and walked the
Capitol grounds. Listening to Tim, one got the
sense that this is the people’s House, and it
belongs to each of us who live in this wonder-
ful country. We are temporary stewards with a
mission that is almost sacred—the preserva-
tion of our democratic institutions.

Tim was a wonderful writer, turning out copy
that was to the point and incisive. As a staff
member handling appropriations and selected
legislation, he was indefatigable, demanding
nothing less than working to his highest poten-
tial, and seeking to bring the institution and his
colleagues to increasingly greater heights of
achievement.

Tim brought a confident and professional
bearing to his work. And yet, lurking in all that
seriousness was a man with a great sense of
humor, who was not above playing a practical
joke or laughing with his friends and col-
leagues at a particularly amusing story. It was
wonderful to all of us to see that side of him,
to counterbalance his seriousness and sense
of purpose. It is from those happy times that
we know Tim as a kind and humane man, one
who was liked and loved by his friends and
colleagues.

A graduate of the University of California,
Berkeley, and a native of California, Tim loved
government. He was a public servant in the
humblest and best manner. He genuinely liked
what he did, and you got the sense that there
really was no other calling he would prefer.

Even when Tim left the Hill, it was to work
in a position advocating for transit for the dis-
abled. He never tired of working for the better-
ment of society, forgoing many lucrative op-
portunities that would have embraced him had
he chosen such a path.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, Tim left the insti-
tution a better place for his having been here.
Many Members and colleagues on Capitol Hill
mourned his abrupt passing, and have re-
called the friendship they enjoyed with him.

He is survived by his wife, Connie Jillett, his
father, and two brothers.

There is nothing so fitting for—Tim, as a
man who loved this institution dearly, that we

salute him on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. He will be missed. And so we
say, ‘‘God Bless, we cherish your memory and
your good works.’’

f

HONORING HOWARD JAY

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
ask that Congress take a moment to recog-
nize and thank Howard Jay of Glenwood
Springs, Colorado for his years of teaching
and service to the community. The National
Association of Elementary School Principals
honored Howard as the National Distinguished
Principal for the state of Colorado.

Howard graduated with a Bachelor of Arts in
Education degree from Arizona State Univer-
sity and received a Masters of Arts in Edu-
cation from Western State College. He spent
three years teaching special education classes
in Roy, Utah before moving to Colorado,
where he worked as a teacher for five years,
and as a principal for 15 years. In 1986 he be-
came the assistant principal at Glenwood
Springs Elementary, and then in 1989 Howard
started his career as a principal. He has spent
the last four years at Sopris Elementary
School. ‘‘It’s quite an honor for our school and
the community, as well as the district. The
staff is just walking on air because of this, and
I’m riding their coattails,’’ said Howard.

Howard has the ability to involve parents in
the day-to-day operations, which makes the
school’s successes a real community effort.
He also takes a leadership role in the commu-
nity by being involved in various organizations.
‘‘I’m thrilled for him. He’s been with the district
a long time and has worked hard to accom-
plish goals and to help teachers succeed with
kids. I think that’s what being a part of the
community is all about . . . It’s not just a job,
it’s your life,’’ said Jim Phillips, former Glen-
wood Springs principal.

Howard is the first principal in the district to
win this prestigious award. ‘‘We’re as strong
as the community we serve. If I’m being rec-
ognized, it just says great things for the com-
munity.’’

Mr. Speaker, Howard, his wife Mary, and his
three sons Zack, Steven and Jon should be
proud of this achievement. Howard Jay has
helped shape the minds of children for over 15
years and is well deserving of this award as
well as the thanks and praise of Congress.

Howard, congratulations on a job well done
and best wishes for continued success and
happiness!

f

STUDENT AWARDS

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct pleasure to announce that the Silver Bell
Club, Lodge 2365 of the Polish National Alli-
ance of the United States, will be hosting the
28th Annual Hank Stram-Tony Zale Sports
Award Banquet on May 21, 2001, at the
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Radisson Hotel in Merrillville, Indiana. Twenty
outstanding Northwest Indiana High School
athletes will be honored at this notable event
for their dedication and hard work. These out-
standing students were chosen to receive the
award by their respective schools on the basis
of academic and athletic achievement. All pro-
ceeds from this event will go toward a scholar-
ship fund to be awarded to local students.

This year’s Hank Stram-Tony Zale Award
recipients include Stacey Bailey of Hammond
Clark High School, Michael Baron of Andrean
High School, Phillip Barszczowski of Bishop
Noll High School, Jason Carson of Lake Sta-
tion Edison High School, Katie Dyer of
Merrillville High School, Laura Helhowski of
Hebron High School, Corrie Kaczmarek of
Highland High School, Mark Korba of Portage
High School, Amanda Meyer of Lake Central
High School, Derrick Milenkoff of Hammond
Morton High School, Sunny Oelling of
Valparaiso High School, T. J. Pruzin of Crown
Point High School, Courtney Schuttrow of
Lowell High School, Kathryn Sliwa of Munster
High School, Michael Tomaszewski of Griffith
High School, Keith Turpin of Calumet High
School, Robby Vrabel of Whiting High School,
Natalie Vukin of Hobart High School, Christine
Wajvoda of Hanover Central High School, and
Sarah Zondor of Crown Point High School.

The featured speaker at this gala event will
be Mr. Tom Dreesen. Tom Dreesen’s name
has appeared on major venue marquees in
Las Vegas, Lake Tahoe, Reno and Atlantic
City with artists like Frank Sinatra, Smokey
Robinson, Natalie Cole and Sammy Davis, Jr.
Dreesen, who opened for Frank Sinatra for
well over a decade in club and concert ap-
pearances throughout the United States and
Canada, has also appeared in many network
television shows including the ‘‘Tonight Show,’’
as well as ‘‘Columbo,’’ ‘‘Gabriels Fire,’’ ‘‘Mur-
der, She Wrote’’ and ‘‘Touched by an Angel.’’

Kelly Komara, one of Purdue Women’s Bas-
ketball’s strongest players, will also be in at-
tendance at this memorable event. Kelly was
raised in Schererville, Indiana and graduated
from Lake Central High School, where she
played basketball and was named Indiana’s
Miss Basketball. While attending college at
Purdue University in West Lafayette, Kelly has
been an integral part of Purdue’s successful
basketball team. With Kelly’s quick shooting,
ball-handling skills and accurate free throws,
she helped lead the Boilermakers to the final
round of the 2001 NCAA tournament. Addi-
tionally, Kelly was named the Mideast
Regional’s Most Outstanding Player.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my distin-
guished colleagues to join me in commending
the Silver Bell Club, Lodge 2365 of the Polish
National Alliance of the United States, for
hosting this celebration of success in sports
and academics. The effort of all those involved
in planning this worthwhile event is indicative
of their devotion to the very gifted young peo-
ple in Indiana’s First Congressional District.

f

BOYS AND GIRLS CLUBS OF
INDIANA

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, it is

with great pride that I rise today to extend

heartfelt congratulations to Boys and Girls
Clubs of Indiana.

The Boys and Girls Clubs of America is the
fastest growing youth guidance organization in
the nation. They inspire and enable all young
people, especially those from disadvantaged
circumstances, to realize their fullest potential
as productive, responsible and caring citizens.
The core programs enrich the lives of our
youth through character and leadership devel-
opment, the arts, sports and fitness, health,
and life skills. Though youth involvement re-
flects wonderful diversity of income, age, and
gender, it is especially important that 66 per-
cent of the youth involved come from families
with an annual income under $15,000.

In Indiana, the Boys and Girls Clubs, har-
nessing energy and altruism, serve 90,000
youth with financial assistance from 35 cor-
porations, helping at more than 60 sites.
Board members, professionals, volunteers and
youth members make possible the outstanding
achievements of the clubs’ youth, developing
competence, usefulness, belonging, and
power of influence of the participating young
people of Indiana and Indianapolis. It is a mat-
ter of special pride to me that the Boys and
Girls Clubs of Indianapolis is headquartered in
the same building where the 10th Congres-
sional District Home Office is located.

It is my distinct pleasure to ensure that the
accomplishments of this special combination
of effort in my district are forever memorialized
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the United
States of America. Today, I have the honor of
paying special tribute to two Indiana Youth of
the Year: State Winner Amy L. Gley and State
Runner-Up Zachary Stavedahl.

Mr. Speaker, let all who read these pages
know that a very special group of people offer
an outstanding service to the communities of
the Boys and Girls Clubs, while promoting su-
perior leadership skills and a perseverance of
overcoming life obstacles.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, two challenges seem
in order today: I challenge our youth to remain
steadfast in their leadership to preserve and
enlarge the future accomplishments of the
Boys and Girls Clubs. I challenge my col-
leagues in this House to act in all things they
do here with special sensitivity to the contribu-
tions of this organization in its many efforts
across the nation.

f

RACIAL PROFILING PROHIBITION
ACT OF 2001

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today we intro-
duce the Racial profiling Prohibition Act of
2001 (RPPA). Congress is decades late in
doing its part to insure that law enforcement
officers no longer stop or detain people on the
street because of their color or their apparent
nationality or ethnicity.

It was not until 37 years ago that Congress
passed the first civil rights law that had any
teeth. The 1964 Civil Rights Act finally barred
discrimination against people of color in em-
ployment, public accommodations and funding
of public institutions. Yet, today, irrefutable,
and widespread evidence from every state
confirms racially and ethnically motivated

stops by police officers and shows that Con-
gress has urgent, unfinished business to up-
date the nation’s civil rights laws.

This bill, which is overwhelmingly supported
by both the Congressional Black Caucus
(CBC) and the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus (CHC) as original co-sponsors, seeks to
eliminate both legal and constitutional prob-
lems that arise when a person is stopped by
a police officer because of skin color, nation-
ality or ethnicity. Title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act (CRA), enacted in part to imple-
ment the 14th Amendment requirement of
equal protection, forbids the use of public
money for discriminatory purposes. The bill we
introduce today, is based on both the 14th
Amendment, which gives power to Congress
to implement its equal protection responsibil-
ities and on the spending clause of the Con-
stitution, which allows Congress to put condi-
tions on the receipt of federal funds.

The federal funds that are the focus of our
bill today are the vast sums contained in our
transportation legislation. The last transpor-
tation bill, known as TEA–21 (Transportation
Equity for the 21st Century Act) authorized
$172 billion for highways in 1998. The new
transportation bill, which Congress will enact
next year, will authorize at least $250 billion in
highway funding. By introducing our racial
profiling bill today, we serve notice that Con-
gress must not authorize another huge high-
way bill that does not effectively bar the use
of transportation money to fund racial profiling
stops on those highways.

The strength of our bill lies in what it re-
quires and what it would do. The bill requires
three important obligations if states are to
qualify for federal transportation funds. First,
law enforcement officers may not use race,
national origin, or ethnicity in making decisions
concerning a stop unless they are relying on
a physical description that may include race to
determine that a particular individual may be
the person sought. Second, states must adopt
and enforce standards prohibiting the use of
racial profiling on streets or roads built with
federal highway funds. Third, states must
maintain and allow public inspection of statis-
tical information on the racial characteristics
and circumstances of each stop. Only three
states even prohibit racial profiling today; ten
others require only racial and ethnic data col-
lection.

As important as information concerning who
gets stopped is, what makes our bill effective
is its sanction: the withholding of federal funds
from states that fail to meet the three obliga-
tions of the statute. Money for streets, roads,
bridges and other infrastructure is ardently
pursued in the Congress. Each state and lo-
cality receives funds that are indispensable to
building and maintaining major parts of its in-
frastructure. Next year’s authorization will
mean nearly 50 percent more in transportation
funding to states and localities. These funds
will either reinforce pervasive racial profiling or
help eliminate it.

The power of transportation funding to com-
mand the necessary attention and bring quick
results has been repeatedly demonstrated.
Congress has successfully used federal high-
way funding to compel states to attack some
of our most urgent problems, for example, re-
ducing drunk driving among minors; requiring
the revocation or suspensions of driving li-
censes of convicted drug offenders; and es-
tablishing a national minimum drinking age.
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Police stops of people on the streets because
they are black or Hispanic or of any other non-
majority national origin requires the same ur-
gent action.

Withholding federal highway funds works
because it hurts. The threat of losing highway
funds has proven to be a powerful incentive.
We saw the power of this incentive as recently
as last year’s Transportation appropriation.
Congress enacted a provision requiring states
to enact .08 blood alcohol content (BAC) laws
by 2004 or being forfeiting their highway
funds. In only the first six months after that
provision was enacted, six states have already
passed .08 BAC laws. Many more are sure to
follow in order to preserve precious highway
funds. A racial profiling provision in the 2003
federal highway funding bill would give the
same set of alternatives to the states—effec-
tive enforcement of racial profiling legislation
or loss of federal funds. If Congress is serious
about eliminating this last disgraceful scar of
overt discrimination in our country, let us put
our money where our mouth is.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.

f

HONORING DEAN DENNIS

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to thank Dean Dennis of
Pueblo, Colorado for his year of service to the
community as the director of the Pueblo Con-
vention Center. Dean is stepping down to
move to Denver with his wife, former State
Senator Gigi Dennis.

Dennis has been with the convention center
since it opened in 1997. ‘‘Life’s too short. We
basically said we love each other and we like
to be married to each other and we like to
spend time with each other,: Dean said in a
Pueblo Chieftain article.

Dean served as the Vice President of Con-
ventions and Visitors for the Pueblo Chamber
of Commerce, as well as President of the
Tourism Industry Association of Colorado. In
his spare time he works with the Historic Ar-
kansas Riverwalk Project Commission, and
has served on the Board of Directors for the
United Way. Dean also serves on the Pueblo
Board of Trustees for the Packard Foundation,
and Pueblo Rotary 43.

His wife Gigi, has served in the Colorado
State Senate since 1995, resigned at the end
of March to accept an appointment from Presi-
dent George W. Bush to become the Colorado
Director of the Department of Agriculture’s Of-
fice of Rural Development.

Mr. Speaker, Dean Dennis has helped out
the community in numerous ways, and his de-
votion, love and commitment to the wonderful
city of Pueblo deserves the thanks and praise
of this Congress. I hope that Dean and Gigi
both find success and happiness in their new
life.

Congratulations to both of you and good
luck with your future endeavors!

TRIBUTE TO JOHN GREAVES

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to pay tribute to an outstanding
citizen of Indiana’s First Congressional District,
John Greaves. On May 29, 2001, John will be
honored for his dedicated service to the
United Steelworkers of America Local 6787 at
a dinner to be held at American Legion Post
260 in Portage, Indiana.

John’s distinguished career in the labor
movement has made his community and na-
tion a better place in which to live and work.
For more than 30 years, John has worked at
Bethlehem Steel Corporation and has been a
dedicated member of Local 6787.

While a member of Local 6787, John served
as Treasurer from 1984–1987, Chairman of
the Grievance Procedure from 1987–1989 and
Trustee from 1990 until his retirement earlier
this year. Additionally, he serves as President
of the Northwest Indiana Federation of Labor.
John has devoted his entire working career to
the expansion of labor ideals and fair stand-
ards for all working people. He has been a
strong voice for the steel industry, meeting fre-
quently with legislators in Indianapolis and lob-
bying leaders in Washington. Additionally, he
has worked on a county level as a liaison be-
tween labor, industry and government to make
the interests of working men and women
known.

While John has dedicated a substantial por-
tion of his life to the betterment of union mem-
bers, he has always found the time to serve
his community as well. He serves as a board
member for the Westchester YMCA and the
Porter County Chapter of the American Red
Cross. He is a former member of the Jaycees
of America and served as a Labor Board
member for the Porter County United Way.

On this special day, I offer my heartfelt con-
gratulations to John Greaves. His large circle
of family and friends can be proud of the con-
tributions he prominently has made. His work
in the labor movement provided union workers
in Northwest Indiana opportunities they might
not have otherwise had. John’s leadership
kept the region’s labor force strong and helped
keep America working. Those in the labor
movement will surely miss John’s dedication
and sincerity. I sincerely wish John Greaves a
long, happy, and productive retirement.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE ‘‘WE
THE PEOPLE’’ ACADEMIC TEAM
OF LAWRENCE CENTRAL HIGH
SCHOOL

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a great sense of pride that I rise today to
extend heartfelt congratulations to the ‘‘We the
People’’ Academic Team from Lawrence Cen-
tral High School.

‘‘We the People’’ was established by an Act
of Congress in 1985 and is supported by the
U.S. Department of Education. The program is

designed to help students develop a commit-
ment to the fundamental principles and values
of our constitutional democracy and to foster
civic competence and responsibility. ‘‘We the
People’’ develops critical thinking skills such
as the ability to distinguish among fact, opin-
ion, and reasonable judgment as the basis for
formulating an informed position on public pol-
icy issues. The use of cooperative learning
techniques enhances students’ participation,
leadership, and public speaking skills. Under
the tutelage of Mr. Drew Horvath and Mr. Karl
Schneider, the students of Lawrence Central
worked tirelessly to become Constitutional
scholars.

It is my distinct pleasure of ensuring that the
accomplishments of this special group of
young people of my district are forever memo-
rialized in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the
United States of America and I have the honor
of paying special tribute to: Patricia Atwater,
Bethany Barber, Jake Boyd, Bryce Cooper,
Daniel Creasap, Lily Emerson, Marc Goodwin,
Shayla Griffin, Sarah Hailey, Emily Jacobi, An-
drew Johnson, Stevie Kelly, Andrew Kilpinen,
Sarah King, Michael Leaming, Jeff
Mirmelstein, James Henry Mohr, Elizabeth
Molnar, Matt Musa, Tim Mundt, Adam
Schwartz, Jim Shin, Megan Siehl, Kristin
Smith, Oriana Taylor, Rachel Thomas, Marie
Trimble, Adam VanOsdol, Julie Vargo, and
Jeffrey Yoke.

Mr. Speaker, let all who read these pages
know that a very special group of people
came to our Nation’s capital to demonstrate a
commitment to political beliefs, attitudes, and
values essential to a functioning democracy.

f

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 125TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE OLDEST
SYNAGOGUE IN THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON
OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
congratulate the Jewish Historical Society of
Greater Washington on the 125th anniversary
of the oldest synagogue in the District of Co-
lumbia. The Society is housed in the syna-
gogue structure along with the Lillian and Al-
bert Small Jewish Museum. The historic syna-
gogue is listed on the National Register of His-
toric Places and the D.C. Inventory of Historic
Sites.

The original dedication ceremonies took
place on Friday, June 9, 1876 with President
Ulysses S. Grant and Acting Vice President
Ferry in attendance. Over the years the build-
ing has gone from being a synagogue to a
church to a bicycle shop to a barber and a
sandwich carryout.

In 1969, the Society saved the building from
demolition by moving it from its original loca-
tion at Sixth and G Streets Northwest, to make
way for the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority’s headquarters, to the corner
where it permanently sits at 701 Third Street,
Northwest.

The Society is a nonprofit organization
aimed at chronicling and preserving the Wash-
ington area’s rich Jewish community history.
The Society brings the community’s past to life
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through museum exhibits, tours, lectures and
children’s educational programs.

Without the Society’s work, our nation’s cap-
ital would have lost an important part of its
past. Through their work to preserve the syna-
gogue they have also saved an important
Washington landmark. The Jewish Historical
Society of Greater Washington should be
commended for their tireless work and dedica-
tion to the history and therefore, the future, of
both the District of Columbia’s secular and
Jewish communities.

f

HONORING BOB COTÉ, ‘‘NATIONAL
SERVICE AWARD’’ WINNER

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to
ask Congress to congratulate and thank Bob
Coté of Denver, Colorado on receiving the
prestigious ‘‘National Service Award’’, given by
the Washington Times Foundation. The award
honors Americans who have made out-
standing contributions in the area of humani-
tarian service to their community. This is a
proud moment for Bob, his family and his
community.

Bob is one of over fifty outstanding faith-
based leaders who were chosen for this
award. Bob is the director and founder of Step
13, a 100-bed facility for the homeless in the
skid-row district of Larimer Street in Denver,
Colorado. Since its inception in 1984, Step 13
has touched the lives of more than 1,700 drug
addicts and alcoholics. Graduates of Step 13
staff the program.

Being a former alcoholic is what fuels Bob’s
commitment to Step 13. ‘‘You can’t take
someone who’s been drunk for five years and
expect him to get it turned around in thirty
days. Staying at a shelter a few nights doesn’t
help. They need to build up their self-respect
by learning how to do things for themselves.’’

Step 13 is based on a clear and simple
premise: ‘‘Any system or program that takes
responsibility away from a capable person de-
humanizes that person.’’ Since the founding of
Step 13, many clients have become ‘‘Total
Successes’’, which means that after leaving,
they continue to work as productive tax paying
members of society. Over half of those who
make it to the transitional houses stay off the
street permanently.

Bob has also received the Thousand Point
of Light Award, the Achievement Against the
Odds Award, and was voted ‘‘One of Amer-
ica’s Most Virtuous Citizens’’ by George Mag-
azine.

Mr. Speaker, it is a great honor for all citi-
zens of Colorado to have such an exemplary
hero such as Bob Coté to work to better the
community. Bob has helped many over come
life on the streets to become a member of so-
ciety and for that he deserves the praise and
thanks of Congress.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HANUS
JAN STEINER

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, Northwest
Indiana lost a great environmental leader late
last year. Hanus Jan Steiner, who devoted
every ounce of his spirit to conservation,
passed away on December 28, 2000. On Sat-
urday, May 19, 2001, Hanus Steiner’s friends
and family will gather to honor his memory at
a Memorial Service in Chestertown, Indiana.
Due to Hanus’ dream, vision, and extraor-
dinary efforts, Northwest Indiana retains nu-
merous environmentally sensitive areas
unique to our region and the world.

Hanus led a very eventful and interesting
life. Born July 5, 1920, in Prague, Czecho-
slovakia, he was the only member of this fam-
ily to survive the Holocaust. In the fall of 1939,
he received a scholarship to New York Univer-
sity. He entered the United States in 1940 and
received his bachelor’s and master’s degrees
in chemistry from NYU. After leaving school,
Hanus worked for over 40 ears as a chemist
in paint research for Sherwin-Williams on the
South Side of Chicago. In 1945, he married
his wife, Mary Ann Pickrel, who survives him
in Alameda, California.

In 1959, Hanus helped found the Porter
Country Chapter of the Izaak Walton League
of America and served as its president and
treasurer. As a member of the League, he
was dedicated to the continued success of the
Chapter and the efforts to establish and pro-
tect the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore.
Hanus received both State and national
awards for his outstanding conservation work.

Additionally, during my tenure in Congress,
I have had the privilege to work firsthand with
Hanus on various pieces of legislation that af-
fect the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore.
Hanus’ latest effort was to increase the public
awareness of E. coli occurring at Indiana
Dunes’ beaches, specifically Dunes Creek.

Mr. Speaker and my other distinguished col-
leagues, Hanus Jan Steiner’s legacy is a su-
perb example of how activism can make a dif-
ference. Hanus will be missed not only by his
family, but also by all those who knew him
and worked with him throughout the years.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE PIKE
HIGH SCHOOL BASKETBALL TEAM

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great pleasure that I rise today to extend
heartfelt congratulations to the Pike High
School Basketball team for winning the leg-
endary Indiana State High School Basketball
Championship.

The Pike Red Devils, under the leadership
of coach Alan Darner, won an astonishing
twenty-six games against just three losses.
But being a champion is about more than wins
and losses. It is about heart, persistence, per-
severance, determination, and a commitment
to accomplishing something together that no

individual could accomplish alone. Together,
the Pike Red Devils showed the people of In-
diana that these old fashioned values can still
take us to new heights.

It is my distinct pleasure of ensuring that the
accomplishments of this special group of
young people are forever memorialized in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the United States
of America and I have the honor of paying
special tribute to: Keith Borgan, Drew
Breeden, Devin Thomas, Curtis Thomas, Tony
Weeden, Darren Yates, Chris Thomas, David
Teague, Brandon Hurd, Donald Yates, Stacy
Jenkins, Kyle Murphy, Justin Cage, and Par-
nell Smith,

Mr. Speaker, let all who read these pages
until time immemorial know that on the 24th
day of March, a very special group of people
came together and won the historic Indiana
State Basketball Championship. Let all rejoice
and celebrate the Pike High School Basketball
team.

f

TRIBUTE TO RETIRING GENERAL
DANIEL W. CHRISTMAN

HON. IKE SKELTON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I take this op-

portunity to speak on the upcoming retirement
of Lieutenant General Daniel W. Christman,
Superintendent of the United States Military
Academy. In the very near future, General
Christman will retire after over 30 years in the
Army. He has distinguished himself, the Army
and our nation with dedicated service.

General Christman began his service in the
military in 1965, after graduating first in his
class from the United States Military Academy.
Throughout his career General Christman has
continued his formal education. He received
masters degrees in both civil engineering and
public affairs from Princeton University and a
law degree from George Washington Univer-
sity.

General Christman has held many com-
mand assignments and honorably served the
American people throughout the world. He
served as United States Representative to the
NATO Military Committee. He served as Com-
mander of the Savannah District, United
States Army Corps of Engineers, Commander
of the 54 Engineer Battalion, Company Com-
mander in the 326th Engineer Battalion and
Company Commander, 2nd Engineer Bat-
talion.

General Christman also served as Staff Offi-
cer in the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations, Department of the Army and
as a Staff Assistant with National Security
Council. In both of these positions General
Christman was responsible for advising the
Army Chief of Staff and senior staff on the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

Prior to his current assignment, General
Christman served for nearly two years as As-
sistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff General John Shalikashvili. He served for
a year and a half as Army advisor to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral
William J. Crowe and as Assistant to the Attor-
ney General of the United States for National
Security Affairs.

General Christman also served as Director
of Strategy, Plans and Policy in Department of
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Army Headquarters. During this duty he
briefed former President Bush, allied heads of
state and the NATO Secretary General. He
has also testified before Congress on numer-
ous issues, including Conventional Forces in
Europe, our NATO commitments and Army
force structure.

Most notably, I personally got to know Dan
Christman during his time as Commanding
General, United States Army Engineer Center
and Fort Leonard Wood and Commandant,
United States Army Engineer Schook, Fort
Leonard Wood, Missouri. During that time, I
witnessed Dan as a remarkably talented mili-
tary leader at the base and in the surrounding
communities. His contributions to Fort Leonard
Wood will truly be one of the many positive
legacies he leaves to the Army.

Mr. Speaker, General Christman has had an
impressive career in the military and estab-
lished a great relationship among the civilian
community. I know that the Members of the
House will join me in paying tribute to this fine
soldier.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2002
AND 2003

SPEECH OF

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1646) to authorize
appropriations for the Department of State
for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and for other
purposes:

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of this authorization bill, which includes
many important State Department priorities in-
cluding funding for our diplomatic and Con-
sular programs, embassy security, inter-
national peacekeeping activities, and migration
and refugee assistance. I am also pleased
that this measure also authorizes the release
of the second and third installments of $926
million in back payments of arrears to the
United Nations.

While I supported passage of the underlying
bill, I have strong concerns about a number of
the amendments offered, and the lack of con-
sideration for an important amendment I at-
tempted to offer to this bill. I am particularly
concerned, and strongly opposed the Hyde-
Smith amendment which would reinstate the
so-called ‘‘global gag rule.’’ This heavy-hand-
ed policy not only prevents overseas non-gov-
ernmental organizations from using their own
separate funds to provided information on the
full range of family planning options, but forces
them to withhold information on the abortion
option. Moreover, this policy constrains such
NGOs from engaging in any public debate on
the abortion issue. Mr. Chairman, this policy
does not block U.S. funds from being spent on
abortions. The fact is, not since 1973, has
U.S. aid been used to fund abortions. This un-
democratic policy simply disqualifies otherwise
qualified overseas groups from eligibility for
U.S. family planning aid for engaging in
speech-related activities that are at the heart
of the U.S. political system and constitutionally
protected for U.S. citizens. Accordingly, Mr.

Speaker, I am hopeful that our colleagues in
the Senate will vote to remove this misguided
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to express
my disappointment that the Committee on
Rules did not make in order a very important
amendment that I had planned to offer to the
State Department Authorization bill. Under the
amendment, which I have introduced as a
separate bill, H.R. 1338, the Secretary of
State would be required to designate an exist-
ing Assistant Secretary of State to monitor ef-
forts to bring justice to U.S. victims of ter-
rorism abroad. Each year, hundreds of thou-
sands of U.S. citizens work and travel over-
seas, including a growing number of U.S. em-
ployees who work for the energy industry, in-
cluding many in my home state of Texas. Be-
cause of the confusing blend of multijuris-
dictional concerns, U.S. victims of terrorism
and their families are often unable to obtain
justice, even when the perpetrator’s where-
abouts are known by Federal authorities.

Under this measure, the Assistant Secretary
of State would be required to work directly
with the Justice Department and other applica-
ble Federal agencies to identify and track ter-
rorists living abroad who have killed Ameri-
cans or who are engaged in acts of terrorism
that have directly affected American citizens.
In addition, the Assistant Secretary would pro-
vide an annual report to Congress on the
number of Americans kidnapped, killed, or oth-
erwise directly affected by the actions of inter-
national terrorists. Also included in the annual
report to Congress would be a thorough detail-
ing of what actions State and Justice are un-
dertaking to obtain justice for U.S. victims of
international terrorism and a current list of ter-
rorists living abroad. I regret that the com-
mittee did not see fit to report my amendment
which addresses a very critical and legitimate
issue. I am hopeful that my legislation will be
considered by the Chairman and Ranking
Member of the Committee on International Re-
lations in the coming weeks.

I also strongly supported passage of the
amendment offered by my colleague, HIRC
Ranking Member TOM LANTOS, to prohibit
International Military Education and Training
(IMET) funds for Lebanon’s military forces un-
less the President certifies that the Lebanese
Army has deployed to the internationally rec-
ognized border with Israel. One year ago,
Israel unilaterally withdrew from Lebanon, and
the UN subsequently certified Israel’s pull-out
as complete, and called on the Lebanese gov-
ernment to take control of its southern region.
However, Israel continues to face attacks,
kidnappings and the threat of rocket attacks
from southern Lebanon. Hezbollah terrorists,
with the support of Syria and Iran continue to
operate freely in Southern Lebanon because
the government of Lebanon refuses to assert
its authority in the region, as called for by the
UN Security Council Resolution. I strongly
support this amendment, which would block
IMET funding to the Lebanese military, but
does not block any other assistance. It simply
mandates a Presidential report in six months
about a possible termination of economic as-
sistance. While I understand the concern of
those who believe this amendment will em-
bolden Hezbollah and increase Syrian influ-
ence in Lebanon, tens of thousands of Israeli
citizens are within range of Hezbollah rockets
and kidnappers, and the U.S. must take steps
to ensure that the Lebanese government takes
firm control of its own territory.

Mr. Chairman, the State Department Author-
ization bill helps fund some of the most critical
programs administered by the State Depart-
ment. I regret that the bipartisan-supported
language stripping the Mexico City provisions
was included in the final version of the bill we
approved in this chamber. However, whenever
possible, I believe Congress should stand in
support of an Administration’s foreign policy
agenda. I believe that the underlying bill
makes good on our commitment to fund many
critical priorities. That is why I believe that
amendments such as those that would dis-
qualify legal medical services had no place in
this bill. The Mexico City policy is not the way
to cease abortions, and I hope that the original
language—which was approved by the House
Committee on International Relations without
this provision—will be reinstated by the time
this bill is delivered to the President’s desk.

f

TRIBUTE TO TEACHERS FROM
NORTHWEST INDIANA

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, It is my dis-
tinct honor to commend seven dedicated
teachers from Northwest Indiana who have
been voted outstanding educators by their
peers for the 2000–2001 school year. These
individuals, Darwin Kinney, Zita Dodge, Mary
Hedges, Judy Seehausen, Sandra Baker, Pat
Reyes and Pat Nemeth, will be presented the
Crystal Apple Award at a reception sponsored
by the Indiana State Teachers Association.
This glorious event will take place at the
Broadmoor Country Club in Merrillville, Indi-
ana, on Wednesday, May 16, 2001.

Darwin Kinney, from Crown Point Commu-
nity School Corporation, has taught for 34
years at Crown Point High School. While Dar-
win carries a heavy teaching load of Biology
and Life Science, he has always been dedi-
cated to maintaining personal interaction with
his pupils. His commitment to students is obvi-
ous. As an educator, Darwin works closely
with his students during and after school, en-
suring that they maximize their potential. His
desire to educate and enlighten the minds of
the young adults who enter his room is evi-
dent in the way in which he interacts with his
classes.

Zita Dodge, from Hanover Community
School Corporation, uses several different
learning styles to reach every student. The
love and care that she shows the children is
reflected on every student’s face. Zita started
teaching in Hanover in 1970, where her career
began as a music teacher. She then taught
kindergarten and later moved on to teach first
grade. During her service as an educator, Zita
has served on several district and building
committees. Continuing to challenge herself
through education, Zita went back to school to
become a counselor and was hired as a
Home School Facilitator. For the past five
years, Zita has enjoyed being back in the
classroom teaching first grade. Zita has al-
ways unselfishly dedicated herself to the field
of education, both to the children who were in
her many classes and to all the adults that
she helped become better parents and teach-
ers.
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A dedicated teacher for 32 years, Mary

Hedges of the School Town of Highland is a
role model, inspiration and an outstanding pro-
fessional. Mary is a wonderful caring teacher
who frequently creates hands-on lessons for
her students. She is always ready to listen to
others. Mary is very active in the School Cor-
poration. She is an officer of the PTO, sits on
the Science Curriculum Committee and the
Textbook Committee, and helps with the Per-
formance Based Assessment.

Judy Seehausen began her teaching career
in 1974 in Columbus, Georgia, and is currently
employed in the Lake Central School Corpora-
tion in St. John, Indiana. When Judy and her
family moved to Indiana, she taught at Kahler
Middle School. In 1979, Judy earned a life li-
cense in English, Guidance and Counseling
and began working as a counselor at the high
school. Judy returns to the classroom every
summer to teach English, maintaining her
teacher-student perspective. Teachers turn to
Judy as their strongest advocate and her
peers describe her as an outstanding and
dedicated professional. She is a diplomat, cre-
ative problem solver and a mediator for all.

As a professional educator during her thirty
years of service to the School Town of Mun-
ster, Sandra Baker has been a valuable asset.
Sandra is a leader in civic education, and has
led her classes to superior rankings in the re-
gional and state ‘‘We the People’’ constitu-
tional hearings for eight consecutive years. In
1995, the American Lawyers Auxiliary named
Sandra ‘‘Elementary Teacher of the Year.’’ For
the past 15 years, she has taught a full-time
magnet class for academically talented 5th
graders. Sandra’s greatest desire is to leave a
positive mark on the world through her work
with children.

Pat Reyes from North Newton School Cor-
poration in Morocco, Indiana, has been a third
grade teacher at Lincoln Elementary School
for twenty-six years. Pat is conscientious
about having her students meet the standards
expected of them, but she also gets involved
in many extracurricular activities. For example,
Pat works with the National Arbor Day Foun-
dation in order to involve the school in an an-
nual tree planting ceremony. She also is in-
strumental in coordinating special observances
such as Read Across America Day, Grand-
parents’ Day and PTA sponsored events. Pat
is a continuous source of enthusiasm for her
student and others.

Pat Nemeth’s high school teaching career is
coming to a close as she nears a well-de-
served retirement. Pat has taught at North
Newton High School, Hanover Central High
School, and for 24 years at Lowell High
School. In addition to teaching business
courses in the Tri-Creek School Corporation,
she also teaches courses at Davenport Uni-
versity. Pat is the past recipient of the Inland-
Ryerson Steel Outstanding Teacher Award, I
wish Pat a long, happy, and healthy retire-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my distin-
guished colleagues to join me in commending
these outstanding educators on their receipt of
the 2000–2001 Crystal Apple Award. The
years of hard work they have put forth in
shaping the minds and futures of Northwest
Indiana’s young people is a true inspiration to
us all.

FALLEN HERO SURVIVOR BENEFIT
FAIRNESS ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. SILVESTRE REYES
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 2001
Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in

support of H.R. 1727, the Fallen Hero Survivor
Benefit Fairness Act. This bill would allow a
necessary extension of tax free benefits to the
survivors of law enforcement and public safety
officers killed in the line of duty before Decem-
ber 31, 1996. This bill provides all families of
deceased public safety officers the opportunity
to receive an exclusion from the income accu-
mulated from any survivor annuity granted on
account of the death of a public safety officer
killed in the line of duty. This legislation will
help the families who have endured the loss of
their safety officer family member.

Currently, 1.2 million men and women serve
as firefighters or emergency medical techni-
cians. Every year, our country can expect to
lose over 100 men and women who bravely
provide our communities with these essential
public safety services. In 1999, the strong line
held by our police and law enforcement agen-
cies thinned by 134 officers killed in the line of
duty. Many of these individuals left behind
mothers, fathers, brothers, and sisters, wives,
husbands, sons and daughters to carry out
legacies and lives without their beloved peace
officers and safety officials. The families of our
deceased public safety officers deserve to
continue their lives as free from unnecessary
obligation as possible.

Law enforcement officers, their family and
friends living in my district of El Paso, Texas
will soon hold the El Paso Police Memorial
Service in remembrance of police officers
killed in the line of duty. This service will be
held tomorrow, and will honor officers who
have served El Paso and El Paso County from
the late 19th century to the present. Officers of
all description will be honored, such as Detec-
tive Charles Heinrich who died from a gunshot
would to the head in 1985, two years after
being shot by a perpetrator; Detective Norman
Montion who was killed during a massive gun-
fight in October of 1989; and Officer Ernesto
Serna, a Persian Gulf war veteran working off
duty security who was fatally shot in Novem-
ber of 1991. They all served proudly and hon-
orably in the face of danger. With the passage
of this bill, their families may enjoy compensa-
tion without burdensome taxation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1727 allows our country
to lend assistance to families who have faced
loss for the sake of public safety. We should
approve this legislation as a tribute to the
service of public safety officers, the lives that
they save and protect, and the families who
survive them.

f

TRIBUTE TO MISSOURI INDUSTRY
OF THE YEAR—SCHOLASTIC IN-
CORPORATED

HON. IKE SKELTON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with pride

that I announce that Scholastic Incorporated,

of Jefferson City, Missouri, has been named
Missouri Industry of the Year. Scholastic is
Jefferson City’s largest private employer.

Scholastic, which ships paperback books to
students throughout the nation, was recog-
nized at Missouri Industry Day. Missouri In-
dustry Day was designed to help young peo-
ple, legislators and the general public become
more aware of the role of business and indus-
try in Missouri’s state economy. Criteria for the
award include use of company resources to
contribute to a municipality where the com-
pany is located, showing entrepreneurial spirit
in the community and providing innovative
leadership relating to products or services.

Scholastic excelled in all of these areas.
They created an additional 1500 new jobs in
Missouri, employing a total of 3000 Missou-
rians. Scholastic offered on-site training pro-
grams for employees including English As a
Second Language, GED classes and com-
puter application classes. Scholastic employ-
ees are also eligible for 50 percent tuition re-
imbursement for post-high school education.
Employees of Scholastic are involved in locals
Chambers of Commerce, March of Dimes,
United Way and other organizations.

Scholastic and the Missouri General Assem-
bly collaborated for the ‘‘Missouri Reads’’ pro-
gram. An initiative where legislators read to
students and the students receive a free copy
of the book. So far Scholastic has donated
over 80,000 to Missouri’s children.

Mr. Speaker, Scholastic Inc., of Jefferson
City, Missouri, has been an example to indus-
try throughout Missouri and the Nation. I wish
Scholastic and its employees all the best in
the days ahead. I am certain that the Mem-
bers of the House will join me in congratu-
lating such a fine company.

f

28TH ANNUAL PASADENA, TEXAS,
STRAWBERRY FESTIVAL HONORS
COUNCILMAN GENE (IGGY)
GARISON

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recog-

nize my friend and constituent, Councilman
Gene (Iggy) Garison of Pasadena, TX. The
28th Annual Pasadena Strawberry Festival
which takes place from May 18 through May
20, 2001, will honor Councilman Garison by
making him Honorary Grand Marshal of the
parade and dedicating the festival to him. In
his honor a special monument is being con-
structed at the Pasadena Fairgrounds for dis-
play at the Festival and feature a history of his
many accomplishments.

Gene was born in the city of Houston and
graduated from Stephen F. Austin High
School. He attended the University of Houston
while working construction as a Member of
Hodd Carriers Local and Carpenters Local. He
also worked as a deep-sea diver in Texas and
Louisiana. He served in the Air Force and Air
National Guard before joining the Pasadena
Police Department in 1966. While on the
Pasadena Police Force he was also a Pasa-
dena Volunteer Fireman. He started several
local businesses, becoming President/CEO of
Emergency Safety Products in 1982.

In 1992, Gene was elected Councilman for
District D. He will leave this position on June
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30, 2001, after serving the people of Pasa-
dena for four successful terms. During his ten-
ure as Councilman, some of his many accom-
plishments include: revitalization of the North
End, the Capitan Theatre and the Corrigan
Center; creation of the hike and bike trail be-
tween Thomas and Harris; hiking trail at Deep-
water; repaving of Harris and Burke; miles of
new sewer lines, water lines, and street lights;
and cleaning of ditches for flood control.

In addition to his tireless efforts as a Coun-
cilman, Gene’s giving heart also comes
through for many charities. He never turns his
back on anyone in need or a charitable cause.
He loves donating his time cooking for many
local charitable fundraisers. He has always be-
lieved in being active and involved in commu-
nity organizations. His civic involvement in-
cludes: The Elks; The Eagles; American Le-
gion; San Jacinto Day Foundation; Strawberry
Festival; Pasadena Livestock Show and
Rodeo; South Pasadena Rotary Club; Pasa-
dena Volunteer Fire Department; Life Member
of the 100 Club; Life Member of the National
Guard Association of Texas; Pasadena Cham-
ber of Commerce; Deer Park Chamber of
Commerce; Chef for Deer Park’s Men Who
Cook; Former Pasadena Police Officers’ Asso-
ciation; CASI Pasadena POD; Board of Direc-
tors for Houston Fire Museum; CITA Council
for City of Pasadena; 1st graduating class of
Pasadena Police Citizen’s Academy; Disaster
Chairman for American Red Cross; Life Mem-
ber of Stephen F. Austin High School Alumni;
and Parliamentarian for S.F. Austin High
School Alumni.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate Gene Garison
on his continued outstanding contributions to
our community. Everyone who knows Iggy
knows of his great sense of humor and his tre-
mendous dedication to his family—wife, Susie,
son John, stepdaughter Tammy, stepson Sam,
grandson Tyler, and mother-in-law, Jane. He
is an inspiration to all of us in public service
and this honor by the Pasadena Strawberry
Festival is well deserved.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE CLEAN EF-
FICIENT AUTOMOBILES RESULT-
ING FROM ADVANCED CAR TECH-
NOLOGIES ACT (THE CLEAR ACT)

HON. DAVE CAMP
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, today, I am reintro-
ducing legislation that would provide incen-
tives to encourage the development of alter-
native fuel technologies and consumer accept-
ance of these products. The primary purpose
of the legislation is to enhance overall energy
security and diversity goals by reducing U.S.
dependency on foreign oil. Transportation ac-
counts for nearly 2/3 of all oil consumption
and is almost 97% dependent on petroleum.

Providing tax incentives for a limited period
of time to consumers is needed to help offset
the higher costs associated with new tech-
nology and alternative fuel vehicles. As the ve-
hicles gain consumer acceptance and produc-
tion volumes increase, the cost differential be-
tween these vehicles and conventional vehi-
cles will be reduced or eliminated.

This legislation will develop market accept-
ance of a wide range of advanced technology

and alternative fuel vehicles including: Fuel
Cell Vehicles, Hybrid Vehicles, Dedicated Al-
ternative Fuel Vehicles and Battery Electric
Vehicles.

Historically, consumers have faced three
basic obstacles to accepting the use of alter-
native fuels and advanced technologies: the
cost of the vehicles, the cost of alternative
fuel, and the lack of an adequate infrastructure
of alternative fueling stations.

My legislation provides a tax credit of 50
cents per gasoline-gallon equivalent for the
purchase of alternative fuels at retail establish-
ments. To give customers better access to al-
ternative fuel, we are extending an existing
deduction for the capital costs of installing al-
ternative fueling stations. We also provide a
50 percent credit for the installation costs of
retail and residential refueling stations.

Finally, my legislation provides tax credits to
consumers to purchase alternative fuel and
advanced technology vehicles. To make cer-
tain that the tax benefits we provide translates
into a corresponding benefit to the environ-
ment, we split the vehicle tax credit into two.
One part provides a base tax credit for the
purchase of vehicles dedicated to the use of
alternative fuels or vehicles using advanced
technologies. The other part offers a bonus
credit based on the vehicle’s efficiency and re-
duction in emissions.

Tax incentives will sunset within 6 years for
all applications with the exception of fuel cell
vehicles which are extended to 10 years. With
minimum development cycles of 2–4 years for
new vehicles, incentives are needed now to
move existing designs to the market so they
can accelerate the process for customer ac-
ceptance.

f

COMMEMORATING DEDICATION
AND SACRIFICES OF LAW EN-
FORCEMENT OFFICERS

SPEECH OF

HON. SILVESTRE REYES
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 15, 2001

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of House Resolution 116, a resolution
expressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that a Peace Officers Memorial
Day should be established to honor law en-
forcement officers killed or disabled in the line
of duty. This resolution also calls upon the citi-
zens of the United States to commemorate
and pay homage to these officers with appro-
priate ceremonies of appreciation and remem-
brance as well as respect for the sacrifices
they have made while protecting and serving
our communities and our country.

As someone who spent twenty six and a
half years as a law enforcement officer, I real-
ize how important it is to recognize the men
and women who stand in the line of fire every-
day and protect our cities and our neighbor-
hoods. The establishment of a Peace Officers
Memorial Day will ensure that everyone in this
country recognizes the service given to us by
our law enforcement community. Most of us
can imagine such a day to include the flying
of flags of tribute; the attendance of memorial
services for fallen officers; the embraces given
by family members, some to comfort and
some to express gratitude; many will offer

their thanks in knowing that our streets are
safer since they are being watched by men
and women brave enough to carry the badge
of a law enforcement officer. The time has
come to declare such a day of commemora-
tion.

Twenty-two police officers from my district of
El Paso, Texas who were killed in the line of
duty will be remembered at the El Paso Police
Memorial Service to be held on Wednesday,
May 16, 2001. The dates of their service
range from the late 19th century to the
present. Proud public servants such as Assist-
ant City Marshal Thomas Mode who was killed
on July 11, 1883 while answering a report of
disturbing the peace; Officer Newton Stewart
who died on February 17, 1900 during a jail-
break; Officer William Paschall who was killed
by suspected burglars on the night of Decem-
ber 4, 1914; Detective Guillermo Sanchez, a
two-year veteran of the El Paso Police Depart-
ment and father-to-be who was killed by bur-
glars on December 14, 1957; and Officers Ar-
thur Lavender and Roger Hamilton who both
died in traffic accidents respectively in 1966
and 1970. These officers will forever be re-
membered within the El Paso law enforcement
community. These men served their commu-
nity proudly, and I ask that they receive the
recognition and respect they deserve by grant-
ing them a national day of remembrance.

Finally, I am reminded of one of the most
honored monuments that rests in our Nation’s
capital. The National Law Enforcement Offi-
cers Memorial, which has inscribed on its mar-
ble walls the names of more than 14,000 offi-
cers who have been killed in the line of duty,
dating back to the first known death in 1794,
contains an inscription that captures the spirit
of all who are blessed upon seeing this Me-
morial. It reads: ‘‘In Valor, There is Hope.’’
May that hope live on forever, and continue
along with the memory of every officer etched
on that wall.

f

RECOGNIZING CAROLE KENT FOR
HER ACHIEVEMENTS IN CARING
FOR CHILDREN

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to honor Carole Kent for her con-
tinuing work in improving the lives of the chil-
dren in our community. Carole has been in-
valuable to the people of the Napa Valley by
directly working with our community’s children
and by teaching her unique skills to her col-
leagues in child development.

Currently, Carole is a professor of Child and
Family Studies at Napa Valley Community
College. She has taught at Napa Valley Col-
lege for over 23 years, and under her steward-
ship the number of students in the College’s
child development program has grown tenfold
to a total of 1500 students in 32 classes
today.

Carole’s influence goes beyond the class-
room—she is a founding member of both the
Napa County Self Esteem Task Force and
Napa County Community Resources for Chil-
dren. Moreover, she has been actively in-
volved in national and international child de-
velopment issues. In addition to her research
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into the Reggio Emilia method in Italy and her
role as an exchange professor to Napa Valley
College’s sister school in Tasmania, Carole
has been described by her peers as ‘‘a role
model for child advocacy throughout the na-
tion.’’

Carole is being honored this week by the
Napa County Child Development Consortia
during its ‘‘Caring for Those who Care for Chil-
dren Conference’’ at Napa Valley College. The
Napa Valley is truly fortunate to have some-
one of Carole’s caliber who works so tirelessly
to improve the condition of the children of our
community.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when our society is
facing a growing demand for child develop-
ment services, leaders like Carole Kent are
essential to enriching the lives of our children.
Please join me in honoring Carol Kent, a tal-
ented individual who is an inspiration to us all.

f

WELCOME HOME MARISSA

HON. NICK LAMPSON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize and congratulate a team of individ-
uals who worked together to recover a missing
child.

Marissa Meuse was a year old when her
noncustodial father abducted her from Florida
in October 2000. Posters of Marissa and her
father were created by the National Center for
Missing and Exploited Children and distributed
around the country. On March 22, 2001, Al-
berta Morris and Glenda Kay Thomas recog-
nized pictures of Marissa and her father on a
NCMEC poster displayed on the bulletin board
in a Wal-Mart store in Ada, Oklahoma. The
witnesses remembered that they had seen the
little girl and her father earlier at a local laun-
dromat. The poster indicated a felony warrant
had been filed for the father and that the case
was being handled by the Haverhill, Massa-
chusetts Police Department in Haverhill and
Federal Bureau of Investigation in Boston. The
witnesses alerted authorities in Ada, Okla-
homa and then proceeded to call a lead into
NCMEC’s hotline. The witnesses stated that
the child was going by the name of Camille.
Law Enforcement responded and after a short
investigation were able to locate Marissa and
her father living in a house in Ada, Oklahoma.

On March 23, Marissa was reunited with her
searching mother thanks to these two Ada,
Oklahoma, Wal-Mart shoppers. This success-
ful recovery, part of Wal-Mart’s Missing Chil-
dren’s Network, was the 50th for Wal-Mart in
the six years since it began to feature missing
child images in their store lobbies.

This morning I’d like to recognize individuals
from Wal-Mart, Ernie Allen, the President and
CEO of the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children, Alberta Morris and Glenda
Kay Thomas, and especially Susan Pane,
Marissa’s mother, and Marissa herself. The
National Center for Missing & Exploited Chil-
dren has found that one out of every six chil-
dren featured in is photo distribution program
is recovered as a direct result of someone in
the public recognizing the image and reporting
to authorities. NCMEC’s annual May cam-
paign, Picture Them Home, is a reminder to
the public to look at missing child flyers. This

recovery is an example of how taking the time
to look at a child’s face can lead to a happy
ending.

Again, congratulations to all involved and
welcome home to Marissa.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2002
AND 2003

SPEECH OF

HON. RON LEWIS
OF KENTUCKY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration to the bill (H.R. 1646) to au-
thorized appropriations for the Department
of State for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and for
other purposes:

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in strong support of the Hyde-Smith
Amendment. Once again, we are debating the
use of federal tax dollars for abortion. in a poll
taken last year, Fox News surveyed 900
Americans and found that 55% of them be-
lieved that abortion was wrong, with 15% not
sure. Why are we using taxpayer dollars to
fund abortion when the vast majority of Ameri-
cans don’t agree with it?

I am also amazed at the other side’s argu-
ment that reversing the Mexico City policy will
save lives! It does exactly the opposite by
murdering children who just happen to have
not yet been born. Don’t let their rhetoric fool
you! We do provide quality family planning for
overseas family groups, and keeping the Mex-
ico City policy in place will further protect the
newest members of these families.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the
Hyde amendment.

f

INTRODUCTION OF AN AMEND-
MENT TO THE INTERNAL REV-
ENUE CODE OF 1986 TO EXPAND
THE CREDIT FOR ELECTRICITY
PRODUCED FROM CERTAIN RE-
NEWABLE RESOURCES TO EN-
ERGY PRODUCED FROM LAND-
FILL GAS

HON. DAVE CAMP
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, today, I am reintro-
ducing legislation that would encourage the
development of projects that capture landfill
gas and use it as an alternative energy
source. Furthermore, this bill would add incen-
tives to landfill gas (LFG) projects by making
the existing tax credit in Section 45 of the tax
code available to them. Section 45 currently
provides a tax credit for electricity generated
by projects using wind, closed-loop biomass or
poultry waste.

I believe the host of environmental and re-
newable energy benefits that can be provided
by LFG projects, as described below, also de-
serve federal support. Additionally, our legisla-
tion would extend the current tax credits for
wind, closed-loop biomass and poultry waste.

LFG is produced as waste decomposes in
the many landfills that serve our communities.

If not captured, the gas is odorous, presents
a fire hazard, and contributes to local air pollu-
tion.

This tax credit will encourage the installation
of LFG utilization projects which capture and
use the gas which would otherwise go un-
used. This captured product can then be used
to generate electricity or as a fuel for heating.
In addition, the captured gas can be used for
industrial and commercial use and fuel cells or
alternative fuel vehicles, decreasing our de-
pendence on foreign fuels.

For communities owning municipal solid
waste landfills, sale of the electricity or gas
from such projects can provide a welcome
stream of revenues to offset the cost of envi-
ronmental controls at the landfills, including
Clean Air Act requirements, and other costs
related to solid waste management and recy-
cling services. LFG’s use can also significantly
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Currently, there are about 270 LFG projects
in existence, the bulk of which were made
possible by a previous federal tax credit for
development of non-conventional fuels. It is
estimated that between 400 and 500 addi-
tional LFG projects could be brought on line if
a tax credit were provided. With these poten-
tial energy projects on line, the nation could
save more than 40 million barrels of oil annu-
ally.

f

RECOGNIZING DAVE CURTIN FOR
HIS TWENTY-SEVEN YEARS OF
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICE

HON. MIKE THOMPSON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker,

I rise today to recognize Dave Curtin as he re-
tires from the St. Helena Police Department.
Dave, a true friend of mine, has spent the last
twenty-four years of his career serving the
people of St. Helena, California.

As a native of St. Helena, I can attest to the
strong embodiment of law enforcement that
Dave proves on a daily basis. It is not solely
in law enforcement that Dave has made a
positive impact on; his involvement in numer-
ous aspects of community life is invaluable to
St. Helena. Dave is a fellow U.S. Army vet-
eran, and he is also a colleague of mine in the
American Legion, St. Helena Post 199. He
has served as Post Commander five times in
St. Helena. I am impressed with his unfailing
commitment to our community.

Dave’s dynamic experience includes stints
as the Police Reserve Coordinator, Check
Fraud Officer, Juvenile Officer, and acting
Field Supervisor. In the greater community, he
has served on the Napa College Criminal Jus-
tice Advisory Board, the St. Helena High
School Attendance Review Board, and served
on the negotiating team as president of the St.
Helena Police Officers Association.

Dave is also involved internationally in law
enforcement. As a member of the International
Police Association he has been a host to nu-
merous European and South African police of-
ficers visiting the Napa Valley.

A native of Northern California, Dave origi-
nally hails from Oakland, and he received his
Bachelor of Arts Degree in Public Administra-
tion from California State University, Sac-
ramento. He also holds a lifetime teaching cre-
dential from University of California, Davis.
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Dave and his wife, Susan, have been mar-

ried for over twenty-nine years. Their daughter
Shayna, recently graduated form San Jose
State University, and their son, Calen, is fin-
ishing his senior year at Justin Siena High
School in Napa.

Mr. Speaker, it is appropriate at this time
that we recognize Dave Curtin for his tremen-
dous work for the people of the Napa Valley.
He is a true asset to our community and I
speak on behalf of the people of St. Helena
when I thank Dave Curtin for his valued serv-
ice.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE JAMES
EDWARDS, JR.

HON. NICK LAMPSON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
with great sadness to honor James Edwards
Jr., who passed away at age 68. James Ed-
wards Jr. was a man who not only talked the
talk, but walked the walk. He was a true vi-
sionary with a vision of a better life for all
Americans. He spent his life fighting for equal-
ity, justice, and opportunity and was one of the
first African-Ameicans elected to political office
in Galveston County in modern times.

He was a community activist who believed
in opportunity for all, and was always looking
to the future of the Southeast Texas-Gulf
Coast area. Throughout his long and success-
ful career he provided opportunity to many.
James was a long time union leader who
joined the Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers
International Union in 1964 when he went to
work at the Marathon Oil Co. Refinery in
Texas City. He was named Texas state legis-
lative director by OCAW’s District 4 Council in
1983 and served as secretary-treasurer of the
Texas City local from 1986 until the early
1990’s. James was a tremendous influence on
the labor and political community in Texas,
and those in that arena often sought his ad-
vice.

James was a family man. He is survived by
his wife, Johnnie Mae; their son, James Ed-
wards III; and her children from a previous
marriage, Deborah Boone, Pierce Boone and
Joseph Boone.

Mr. Speaker, despite his great success,
James Edwards Jr. remained a man of the
people, honest and forthright. His was of the
utmost character, and his attributes of selfless-
ness and commitment to others are rare gifts
that the Southeast Texas-Gulf Coast area was
lucky to have. His work and his dedication to
the people of this great country is unparal-
leled. James Edwards Jr. will be sorely
missed.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
REPUBLIC OF CHINA ON TAIWAN

HON. DAN BURTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on
May 22nd, President Chen Shui-bian of the
Republic of China will be completing his first

year of service as Taiwan’s head of state, and
I would like to take this occasion to congratu-
late him and comment on a few of Taiwan’s
achievements.

For the last two decades, the republic of
China on Taiwan has been a major trading
partner of the United States. It has maintained
friendly ties and relations with us for the last
ninety years. Taiwan is one of the most suc-
cessful models of rapid political reform in the
entire world. Fifty years ago, Taiwan was a
closed authoritarian society with no freedom of
speech, freedom of assembly, or right to vote.
Today, Taiwan is a full-fledged democracy. It
is home to more than 90 political parties. Vir-
tually every political office in Taiwan is hotly
contested through free and fair elections.

Taiwan believes in free-market economics.
Taiwan’s economics. Taiwan’s economy is so
strong that it offers its people one of the high-
est standards of living in Asia, universal edu-
cation, and free medical care for people of all
ages. With respect to U.S.-Taiwan trade, Tai-
wan is our seventh largest export market, sup-
porting many jobs for U.S. manufacturers. In
addition, U.S. colleges and universities host
more than 10,000 Taiwan students. The U.S.
is the number one destination for most of Tai-
wan travelers. Lastly, Taiwan and the United
states share many common values such as a
respect for human rights, freedom of speech,
and democracy.

I would like to offer my congratulations to
President Chen and the people of Taiwan. I
also would like to welcome President Chen as
he transits New York on his way to Central
America. Although his stay in New York will be
brief, his visit is of tremendous importance to
all of us Americans who recognize and value
what a great, longstanding friend Taiwan has
been to the United States.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2002
AND 2003

SPEECH OF

HON. C.L. ‘‘BUTCH’’ OTTER
OF IDAHO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration: The bill (H.R. 1646) to author-
ize appropriations for the Department of
State for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and for
other purposes:

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to
voice my reasons for voting against final pas-
sage of H.R. 1646, the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act. I wish for my colleagues and
constituents to know the reasons for my ac-
tion.

There were many good provisions in H.R.
1646 that I am glad were in the final bill that
the House passed. I support the sale of Kidd
class destroyers to Taiwan. I support the call
for moving the United States Embassy in
Israel to the capital of Israel, Jerusalem. I also
voted for several amendments that made H.R.
1646 a better bill. I joined my colleagues in
voting for Mr. DELAY’s amendment to protect
United States servicemen from the clutches of
the United Nation’s new international Criminal
Court. America’s service men and women
serve our nation under our Constitution, not

international bureaucrats under a foreign flag.
I am pleased that this House voted to pass
the amendment of the distinguished gen-
tleman from California, Mr. LANTOS, prohibiting
United States military aid to Lebanon until they
step up their efforts to stop terrorist attacks
against Israel. I am particularly pleased that
the Hyde Amendment restoring the Mexico
City policy was added to the final bill.

Despite these improvements, I could not
vote for final passage of this bill for two rea-
sons. The first reason is the failure of this
House to pass the amendment of my friend
and colleague from Colorado, Mr. TANCREDO.
I cannot support a bill that authorizes $118
million for rejoining the United Nations Edu-
cation, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). UNESCO is a profoundly anti-
western, anti-American organization. President
Ronald Reagan was correct in withdrawing the
United States from this group, and I will not
vote to send my constituents’ tax dollars to an
unelected intelligentsia who hate this country.

The second reason I voted against this bill
is because of language urging United States
acceptance of the Kyoto treaty on the environ-
ment. There is no way I could vote for this bill
with the language intact. This provision is un-
sound constitutionally and economically. The
Kyoto language is unsound constitutionally be-
cause the other body has refused to ratify this
treaty. The Constitution specifically reserves
the treaty ratification power to the Senate.
This house has no place urging the President
to enforce a treaty that our country is not
bound by. We have very strict laws restricting
air and water pollution. If the House of Rep-
resentative thinks these laws aren’t strict
enough, which I do not believe, then the
House should pass a bill changing those laws.
International negotiations are not the way the
Founding Fathers intended for our environ-
mental laws to be changed.

More importantly, Mr. Chairman, the Kyoto
treaty is monumentally flawed. If ratified it
would require the United States and other de-
veloped countries to reduce their emission of
so-called ‘‘greenhouse gasses’’ at least 7%
below 1990 levels by 2010. At the same time
developing countries, such as China, Brazil,
and India, were exempted from the green-
house requirements.

If implemented, the Kyoto treaty would have
driven manufacturing industries entirely out of
the United States. The United States already
has strict Clean Air laws. Requiring a 7% de-
cline in emissions for every industry would im-
pose enormous costs on manufacturers and
has not been scientifically proven to prevent
global warming. If given the opportunity to
choose between a country with these strict
laws and a nation that was not bound to re-
duce emissions, I am of no doubt as to which
country that firm will move to.

In addition to driving industry off-shore, full
implementation of the Kyoto treaty would re-
quire increases in gasoline and electricity
prices of up to 50%, and an estimated job loss
of 2.4 million, according to one study. Mr.
Chairman, the Clinton Administration did not
sign a treaty at Kyoto, they signed a death
sentence for the American economy. Presi-
dent Bush sensibly announced on March 28
that the United States would not take steps to
implement the Kyoto treaty. I could not join
this House in urging our President to destroy
the American economy, and voted against
H.R. 1646.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote numbers 109, 110, 111, 112 and 113 on
May 15, 2001 I was unavoidably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’
on all five votes.

f

ROC PRESIDENT CHEN SHUI-BIAN’S
FIRST YEAR IN OFFICE

HON. J.D. HAYWORTH
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a year ago,
Mr. Chen Shui-bian assumed the presidency
of the Republic of China on Taiwan. Today I
would like to join my colleagues and the peo-
ple of Taiwan in wishing President Chen a
happy one year anniversary in office. Also, a
warm welcome to President Chen and his
party as they transit through New York later
this month. After a brief stop in New York,
they will journey to Central America.

Mr. Speaker, Taiwan has a dynamic econ-
omy that is the envy of much of the world. Tai-
wan is now the world’s 17th largest economy
and holds $100 billion in foreign exchange re-
serves. The United States is a major trading
partner of Taiwan.

Politically, Taiwan is one of the freest na-
tions. It has a democratically elected head of
state and holds free elections at all levels.
People enjoy full human rights and press free-
dom.

By any measurable standard, Taiwan is an
economic powerhouse and a beacon of de-
mocracy. Mr. Speaker, I salute President
Chen and his people on the occasion of Mr.
Chen’s first year in office.

f

HONORING FATHER AMOS
WISCHMEYER

HON. DALE E. KILDEE
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a man who has dedicated more
than 50 years to making our community a bet-
ter place. On June 3, 2001, Father Amos
Wischmeyer, of St. Mary’s Catholic Church,
will celebrate his Golden Jubilee.

Father Wischmeyer was ordained in 1951
and began his career at Holy Trinity in
Fowlerville and then St. Phillips in Battle
Creek. He later went on to serve at St. Jo-
seph’s in Gaines and St. Mary’s of the Lake
in New Buffalo. In 1967, he followed the
Lord’s calling to serve as the Pastor for St.
Mary’s Catholic Church in Swartz Creek,
where he has served for the past 34 years.

One of the high points of Father
Wischmeyer’s priestly life was when he was
able to meet Pope John Paul II in January of
2001. He was the great privilege and oppor-
tunity of having a private audience with Pope

John Paul II at the Vatican. It was a truly
memorable experience for Father
Wischmeyer.

Since his assignment to St. Mary’s in 1967,
pastor Wischmeyer has been an effective ad-
vocate for the disadvantaged. He continually
extends his arms to help anyone in need.
Throughout his service at St. Mary’s, Father
Wischmeyer has also managed to keep the
Parish School open and fully operational, en-
riching children’s lives with faith and allowing
them to open their hearts to God.

For the past 50 years, Pastor Wischmeyer
has worked tirelessly to spread the Word of
the Lord. He has made this his goal and dedi-
cated his life to working not only within the
parish, but also throughout the community to
achieve this goal. Continually putting the
needs of others above his own, Father
Wischmeyer is an exemplary and loyal servant
of God.

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to acknowl-
edge the fine work of Father Amos
Wischmeyer. His dedication to proving food,
clothing, shelter and education to anyone at
anytime, without hesitation, serves as a fine
example to us all. Our community would not
be the same without the presence and influ-
ence of Father Wischmeyer. I know our com-
munity is a better place to live because of his
spiritual mission. I am pleased to ask my col-
leagues in the 107th Congress to join in con-
gratulating his 50 years of pastoral service.

f

ENIGMA CODE BROKEN MAINLY
BY THE POLES

HON. BARNEY FRANK
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, one of the most

significant events in World War II other than
those which took place on the battlefield was
the cracking of the Germans’ Enigma code.
This great contribution to our victory in the war
against Hitler was recently highlighted be-
cause of the theft of one of the Enigma ma-
chines last year in England. This led to some
discussion in the newspapers about this event,
and there are extremely well informed people
who believe that the newspaper discussions of
the event were inaccurate, particularly in not
giving sufficient credit to the work of brilliant
analysts from the University of Poznan in Po-
land in cracking this code. According to Ed-
ward Piwowarczyk of New Bedford, an author-
ity on this matter, and the Program Director of
the Polish Happy Time on WNBH radio, ‘‘by
1937, the Poles deciphered nearly three-quar-
ters of all intercepted German military commu-
nications,’’ and ‘‘in July 1939, the Poles of-
fered their accomplishments to the potential
allies.’’

Because it is important for us to get history
right, and because the brilliant achievements
of the Polish analysts who did this work de-
serve recognition now that this matter has
once again come to the fore, I submit Edward
Piwowarczyk’s brief discussion of this history
to be printed here.

[From the New Bedford (MA) Standard-
Times, Oct. 13, 2000]

ENIGMA CODE BROKEN MAINLY BY THE POLES

(By Edward L. Piwowarczyk)
One can say that Poland’s most significant

contribution to the Allies winning World

War II was cracking the masterful German
war code Enigma. According to an Associ-
ated Press story in the Oct. 11 Standard-
Times, ‘‘Historians say the codebreakers’
work shortened the war by as much as two
years.’’ The British contribution was only to
improve the Polish analytic machine called
Bombe, which would process intercepted
Engima-based communications and enable
decipherment of them.

Here’s the story. In the late 1920’s, Polish
radio monitoring stations of German mes-
sages started to receive a new type of ma-
chine code. The BS–4 section, department of
German codes at the Main Staff in Warsaw,
were helpless. So, the University of Poznan
was chosen as an organizer of a cryptological
course for military purposes.

Through a combination of hard work and
brilliance, three members of this class,
namely, Marian Rejewski, Jerzy Rozycki and
Henry Zygalski, solved the puzzle. The
cryptological success was also a scientific
success of the Poles. A command of higher
mathematics useful for investigation on code
systems, especially the so-called permuta-
tion and cycle theory, was a prerequisite to
master the Enigma Cipher Machine.

By 1937, the Poles deciphered nearly three-
quarters of all intercepted German military
communications, a tremendous aid to Allied
forces. Major Maksymilian Ciezki, head of
the German Department of the Polish Signal
Intelligence, along with the group of Polish
mathematicians mentioned, were responsible
for decoding Hitler’s enigma: the code name
for their operation Wicher (Gale).

In July 1939, the Poles offered their accom-
plishments to the potential allies. Delega-
tions from the French staff, Lt. Col. Gustave
Bertrand and Capt. Henri Bracquentie, and
the British staff, Commander Dillwyn Knox
and Commander Alistair Denniston, arrived
at the secret BS–4 Center situated in the
Kabacki Forest outside of Warsaw. The Pol-
ish specialists acquainted them with the
method of breaking the Nazi codes. Each del-
egation was presented with one Polish-made
Enigma coding machine called Bombe.

Just this further note: Recently in Poland,
the Polish government honored Marian
Rejewski, Jerzy Rozycki and Henry
Zygalski, posthumously, for their out-
standing achievements.

The eminent English historian Ronald
Lewin, in his book ‘‘Ultra Goes to War,’’ de-
tails the indispensable Polish contribution
to World War II. The dedication at the begin-
ning of Lewin’s book reads: ‘‘To the Poles
who sowed the seed and to those who reaped
the harvest.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 121,
passage of H.R. 1646, the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, I was unavoidably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

THE ENERGY PROBLEM AND ITS
EFFECTS ON WEST VIRGINIANS

HON. SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
raise attention to the energy problem and how

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 05:12 May 18, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A17MY8.025 pfrm08 PsN: E17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE842 May 17, 2001
it is affecting people in the Second Congres-
sional District of West Virginia. The recent en-
ergy crisis in California has become front-page
news in papers throughout the country and
rightfully so. Other regions are suffering too,
though, and unless action is taken soon, the
problems of Californians will become the prob-
lems of everyone. Evelyn P. Jones of
Montrose, Randolph County, West Virginia, is
a citizen in my district whose plight is particu-
larly distressing. Her caring son, James A.
Jones, who is the workers’ compensation pro-
gram manager for the Library of Congress,
brought Evelyn’s situation to my attention. I
want to tell her story because I think that it is
representative of others in my district and
state as well as throughout the country.

Evelyn Jones is a retiree living on a fixed in-
come of $500 a month. She lives on the family
farm and takes care of her 90-year-old sister.
The rising cost of home heating oil has placed
Mrs. Jones in a terrible financial quandary.
Her heating oil bills from last September 12
through March 3 totaled $1725.55. Fortunately
for Evelyn, she has a close-knit family, many
of whom live in nearby Elkins and help her
buy food, medicine, and other necessities.

Were it not for Evelyn’s family, she would
likely have to make the difficult decision of
choosing between adequate heating, food, or
medicine. I have little doubt that many citizens
of a similar disposition do, in fact, have to
make such decisions. Congress has provided
some relief in the form of the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP).
However, many citizens in need are either not
eligible for this program or do not like the idea
of government help. Clearly, a more com-
prehensive policy approach is needed to pro-
vide both short-term relief and long-term solu-
tions to high prices and energy shortages.

The Washington Post reports that gas
prices have risen to a nationwide average of
$1.68 per gallon of regular unleaded. The En-
ergy Department has estimated that the cost
this summer will range from $1.50 to $1.75, a
five percent increase from last year. In some
areas of the country, prices may reach $3.00
per gallon. The rising price of gasoline is rep-
resentative of the rising prices of petroleum
products in general. Certainly a great many
causes factor into such prices. A decline in
domestic production and infrastructure accom-
panied by an increase in demand has left the
country ill prepared for the current struggles.
Congress and the Bush Administration must
be receptive to new ideas and solutions to
correct the neglect of the past.

The current energy situation was not cre-
ated overnight and it will not be corrected eas-
ily. I look forward to working with my fellow
members in the House of Representatives as
well as the President and his administration to
begin to solve this complex problem. The Eve-
lyn P. Joneses of our country demand that ef-
fective action be taken soon.

TO HONOR THE U.S. COMMISSION
ON INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS
FREEDOM COMMISSIONERS FOR
THEIR SERVICE, MAY 15, 1999–
MAY 14, 2001

HON. FRANK R. WOLF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor and thank the nine men and women
who have completed their two-year term of
service to our nation as commissioners on the
U.S. Commission on International Religious
Freedom. This commission was created by
Congress to generate a heightened aware-
ness to the never ending atrocities associated
with persecution of individuals around the
world for their religious beliefs.

As a result of their investigations, hearings,
and reports of religious rights abuses, these
commissioners have provided Congress and
the administration with timely and accurate in-
formation used to formulate U.S. policy. In this
capacity, chairman Elliott Abrams and com-
missioners Nina Shea, Rabbi David
Saperstein, Dr. Friuz Kazemzadeh, Michael K.
Young, Laila Al-Marayati, John R. Bolton, Car-
dinal Theodore McCarrick, and Justice
Charles Z. Smith have served our nation with
distinction, honor and faithfulness from May
15, 1999, until May 14, 2001.

I was pleased to hear that because of her
faithful commitment to religious freedom
issues around the world and her stellar per-
formance during her first term, Ms. Nina Shea
has just been appointed to serve a second
term on the commission.

These commissioners have made sound
policy recommendations to the president, the
secretary of state, and Congress with respect
to matters involving international religious free-
dom. They have testified before Congress nu-
merous times, held timely hearings to inves-
tigate religious persecution atrocities in such
countries as Sudan, China, Vietnam, Indo-
nesia and Burma, and have worked with the
non-goverrimental organization community to
bring aid and comfort to the oppressed of the
world.

Those around the world suffering persecu-
tion for their religious beliefs have truly bene-
fitted from the commitment of these nine serv-
ants of conscience. These commissioners
have professionally completed their respon-
sibilities by producing annual reports and con-
ducting ongoing reviews of the facts and cir-
cumstances of violations of religious freedom
around the world. Each of their activities has
helped to bring visibility to any oppressor gov-
ernment that violates the basic freedoms of
their citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I have come to appreciate
each of these commissioners for their dedica-
tion and professionalism in protecting the
rights of all citizens of the world who practice
religious worship, be they Christian, Jewish,
Muslim or any other faith. Their service to the
American people and the peoples of the world
has established credibillty and relevance of
the U.S. Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom. I know many of my colleagues
in the House join me in saluting Elliott
Abrams, Nina Shea, Rabbi David Saperstein,
Dr. Friuz Kazemzadeh, Michael K. Young,
Laila Al-Marayati, John R. Bolton, Cardinal

Theodore McCarrick, and Justice Charles Z.
Smith for representing the United States in the
cause to protect religious freedom around the
world for these past two years.

f

MOZART CLUB OF WILKES-BARRE
CELEBRATES 95TH YEAR

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to the Mozart Club of Wilkes-
Barre, which is celebrating its 95th year this
month. The club, a group for those 50 and
older led by President Elenora Butcofski
Grant, is a member of both the Pennsylvania
and National Federations of Music Clubs.

The Mozart Club was founded on October
10, 1906, by a young Miss Euda Hance, who
later became Mrs. A. Livingston Davenport,
and 14 of her friends in her living room.

The mission of the Mozart Club is stated in
its constitution: ‘‘The object of this club shall
be to encourage and promote musical interest
among its members; to encourage the devel-
opment of musical talent in the youth of the
community and to cooperate with the Pennsyl-
vania Federation of Music Clubs and the Na-
tional Federation of Music Clubs in their spe-
cific plans for the advancement of music.’’

Over the years, the members of the Mozart
Club have certainly fulfilled that mission. They
have played major roles in establishing musi-
cal institutions such as the Community Con-
cert Association, the Opera Guild and the Wy-
oming Valley Philharmonic Orchestra. They
have fostered young talents through scholar-
ships, and in 1926 they founded the Junior
Mozart Club for children with musical interests.

Both the Pennsylvania and National Federa-
tions have awarded the Mozart Club honors
through the years and in 1974, the National
Federation granted it the Award of Highest
Merit in the Parade of American Music from a
panel of judges headed by composer Samuel
Barber.

Active members of the Mozart Club must
audition to be accepted as performing mem-
bers. Many of these musicians are degreed
performers who teach in schools or colleges
or have their own private studios. At each
monthly meeting, the club presents a musical
program, which is open to the public. While
the performers are sometimes guests, more
often the club draws on the considerable tal-
ent within its own ranks.

Among the club’s other activities are: pro-
viding a yearly scholarship to a local graduate
musician, taking part in the Fine Arts Fiesta,
celebrating National Music Week, providing
help for the State Federation Festival, pro-
viding programs for nursing home residents
and sponsoring a series of opera trips to New
York City each spring and fall.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to call to the at-
tention of the House of Representatives the
many good works of the Mozart Club and its
95th anniversary, and I wish them its mem-
bers all the best as they continue with their
many endeavors.
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NATIONAL WOMEN’S HEALTH

WEEK

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I join with my colleagues of the Women’s Cau-
cus to discuss the importance of women’s
health.

It is an especially appropriate topic because
this week is National Women’s Health Week.

As a Caucus, we are working hard to im-
prove health for all women. From protecting
Social Security and strengthening Medicare to
working for equality for all women.

And we are working to add a reliable, af-
fordable prescription drug benefit.

Today, there are 6 million more women in
the United States than men. Women are 51
percent of the U.S. population.

And the projected life expectancy for women
in this country is 80 years.

Therefore, we must ensure that the
progress we have made to improve women’s
health continues.

To this point, I urge my distinguished col-
leagues to join me in the following measures.

I am working to improve the health and well-
being of women—young and old.

On May 2nd, I, joined with Mrs. MORELLA of
Maryland, reintroduced the Osteoporosis Early
Detection and Prevention Act, H.R. 1683.

May marks Osteoporosis Prevention Month.
Osteoporosis is a disease characterized by
low bone mass or brittle bones. The statistics
are startling. 71 percent of women with
osteoporosis are not diagnosed, leaving them
at increased risk for fractures. And
osteoporosis causes 300,000 new hip frac-
tures each year. My bill would require private
insurers to reimburse for bone mass measure-
ment. Prevention and early detection are crit-
ical in combating this disease.

Last week, Congresswoman KELLY and I re-
introduced the Cancer Screening Coverage
Act, H.R. 1809, to give everyone a fighting
chance in detecting cancer at its earliest
stages. CASCA as we call this bill, applies to
private health insurance plans and to the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits plan, requiring
these plans to cover cancer screenings.

Cancer screening allows for the detection of
cancer in its earliest form, when the cost of
treatment is the least. And more importantly, it
is estimated that the rate of survival would in-
crease from 80% to 95% if all Americans par-
ticipated in regular cancer screenings. The
legislation we introduced has the power to
save thousands of lives.

I am also working with my distinguished col-
league, CONNIE MORELLA, to make women’s
health research a priority. We, joined by many
members of the Women’s Caucus, introduced
the Women’s Health Office Act, H.R. 1784, to
make the women’s health offices at the De-
partment of Health and Human Services per-
manent.

And for our littlest people and their moms,
I have introduced the Breastfeeding Promotion
Act, which supports and protects mothers who
choose to breastfeed. Everyday, new medical
studies are released highlighting the positive
health effects of breastfeeding for both mother
and child. Just today, a new study was re-
leased showing that breastfed babies are less
likely to become overweight children.

Again, let’s celebrate National Women’s
Health Week. We must continue to work hard
to ensure that the priorities of our nation in-
clude policies that protect and promote the
health and well-being of women and their fam-
ilies. I urge my colleagues to join me on these
measures.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2002
AND 2003

SPEECH OF

HON. HILDA L. SOLIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1646) to authorize
appropriations for the Department of State
for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and for other
purposes:

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
opposition to the Hyde amendment, which
would prohibit foreign non-governmental orga-
nizations which receive population aid from
the United States from using their OWN funds
to provide abortion services or counsel women
about abortion options.

This amendment would place an unfair re-
striction on family planning efforts in devel-
oping nations. How can a democratic country
like the United States have in place a policy
which has the very un-democratic effect of re-
stricting free speech? The Hyde amendment
would restrict the ability of foreign nongovern-
mental organizations to talk openly to patients
about their health care options. It is simply un-
fair.

Reproductive health care is a matter of life
and death in developing countries. Family
planning programs provide critical health care
services for women and families in the world’s
poorest regions. Taking away U.S. funds for
foreign organizations who use their own
money to counsel women about abortion op-
tions will do real harm to important inter-
national family planning efforts.

While opponents of international family plan-
ning may attempt to cast this vote as an abor-
tion-related matter—it is not. It has been illegal
to use U.S. funds for abortion overseas since
1973. This vote is about whether women over-
seas should have access to needed family
planning information. I think they should and I
urge my colleagues to vote against the Hyde
amendment.

f

IN RECOGNITION OF WILLIAM
HENRY SEWARD

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, William Henry
Seward was born in Florida, Orange County,
New York on May 16, 1801; two-hundred
years ago.

The son of Samuel Sweezy Seward and
Mary (Jennings) Seward, he graduated from
Union College in 1820, studied law and was
admitted to the bar in 1822. In 1823, he

moved to Auburn, New York, where he en-
tered Judge Elijah Miller’s law office and, one
year later, married Frances Adeline Miller, the
daughter of Judge Miller.

Seward was interested in politics early in his
career and became actively involved in the
Anti-Masonic movement after 1828. With the
backing of Thurlow Weed, the Whig news-
paper editor, he was elected to the New York
State Senate in 1830 where he served for four
years. He was nominated by the Whigs for
governor in 1834, but was defeated by William
L. Marcy. From 1834 to 1838 he practiced law
and served as an agent for the Holland Land
Company, settling settlers’ claims in Chau-
tauqua County.

In 1838 Seward was elected governor of
New York State and again in 1840. He fa-
vored internal improvements, public support of
Catholic schools, and began to favor free soil
and abolition positions. From 1842 to 1848 he
again practiced law, first in the court of chan-
cery and later in patent cases. He also de-
fended cases involving fugitive slave laws.

In 1849 Seward was elected to the United
States Senate, and increasingly built a reputa-
tion as an anti-slavery senator. After 1855, the
Whig party merged into the Republican party,
and Seward became one of the leading Re-
publicans. He was passed over as the presi-
dential nominee in 1856 and, though he was
the front runner in 1860, Lincoln was given the
nomination.

After Lincoln’s election, Seward was ap-
pointed to the post of Secretary of State, a po-
sition he held until 1869 serving under both
presidents Lincoln and Johnson.

As Secretary of State Seward was a central
force in the administration. The major issues
he dealt with during the Civil War years were
the possibility of European intervention, the
outfitting of Confederate cruisers in British
ports, the Trent affair and the French invasion
of Mexico. Seward was also interested in terri-
torial expansion, and in 1867 negotiated the
purchase of Alaska from Russia.

Seward was seriously wounded in the Lin-
coln assassination conspiracy, and after 1865
his health was not good. He retired from pub-
lic life upon Grant’s election, and despite his
poor health, took a trip around the world in
1871. William Henry Seward died in Auburn
on October 10, 1872.

f

THE COMPUTER EQUIPMENT COM-
MON SENSE DEPRECIATION ACT

HON. MAC COLLINS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I am joined by
my colleague from Maryland, Congressman
BEN CARDIN and several of our other col-
leagues, to introduce legislation that will return
common sense to the Internal Revenue Code
by changing the depreciation period for com-
puter equipment.

The depreciation provisions in the Code
have not been updated since the 1980s. Since
that time, the technology available to manufac-
turers has literally exploded. Tax rules require
businesses and manufacturers to keep their
computer equipment ‘‘on the books’’ for five
years. In highly competitive industries, the av-
erage economic life of the equipment ranges
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from 14 and 24 months, far shorter than de-
preciation rules. This skewed limitation places
manufacturers at a competitive disadvantage.

In a slowing economy, more flexibility is
needed over capital investment choices. Many
manufacturers would like to expand their busi-
nesses and increase employment opportuni-
ties. They would have greater opportunities to
do so if the tax code recognized a more real-
istic economic life expectation for this equip-
ment. Unfortunately, these business owners
often put off investing in new equipment due
to the unfavorable tax treatment they receive
from the outdated computer depreciation
schedule.

Specifically, the legislation we are intro-
ducing would update the tax code to acknowl-
edge the rapid advancements in computer
technology by changing the depreciation pe-
riod for computer equipment used in manufac-
turing processes from five years to two years.
We need to encourage businesses to make in-
vestments that will keep them competitive, not
penalize them with an outdated tax provision.

Please join us in this effort to inject a little
common sense into the Internal Revenue
Code by cosponsoring the Computer Equip-
ment Common Sense Depreciation Act.

f

CHILD PROTECTION/ALCOHOL AND
DRUG PARTNERSHIP ACT

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I reintroducing
legislation today to improve the prevention,
screening, and treatment of substance abuse
for parents with children in the child welfare
system. Regrettably, child welfare workers and
judges are not always sufficiently trained in
how to detect and cope with substance abuse
problems. And of even greater concern, when
accurate assessments are made, there is
often a lack of available treatment. In fact, the
Department of Health and Human Services re-
ports that 63 percent of all mothers with drug
problems do not receive any substance abuse
treatment within a year.

To combat this threat to child safety and
family stability, I am introducing the Child
Protection/ Alcohol and Drug Partnership Act,
which would provide $1.9 billion over the next
five years to States that develop cooperative
arrangements between their substance abuse
and child abuse agencies to provide services
to the parents of at-risk children. Bipartisan
companion legislation has been introduced by
Senators SNOWE and ROCKEFELLER.

Under the bill, funding would be disbursed
to States based on the number of children in
the State. To receive their allotment under the
program, States would be required to spend a
match starting at 15 percent in 2002, rising to
25 percent in 2006. In addition, they would be
required to provide a detailed analysis of their
current efforts to address substance abuse
issues for families in the child welfare system
and specify the additional steps they intend to
pursue with the new funding (supplanting of
existing funds would be prohibited). Funding
could be used for a variety of specific activi-
ties, including: providing preventive and early
intervention services for children of parents
with alcohol and drug problems; expanding the

availability of substance abuse treatment, in-
cluding residential treatment, for parents in-
volved with the child welfare system; and im-
proving the screening and assessment of sub-
stance abuse problems for families in the child
welfare system.

I urge my colleagues to join me in spon-
soring this proposal, which is strongly sup-
ported by the Children’s Defense Fund, the
Child Welfare League of America, the National
Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Directors, and the American Public Human
Services Association.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H. CON.
RES. 83, CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON THE BUDGET FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2002

SPEECH OF

HON. DENNIS MOORE
OF KANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 9, 2001

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
opposition to the conference report on H. Con.
Res. 83, the Budget Resolution for Fiscal Year
2002.

This conference agreement was developed
in a manner which abused the congressional
budget process. Consider the following:

The debate in the House on the tax cut con-
tained in this budget resolution has already
taken place. We were forced to vote on these
cuts—which far exceed the levels contained in
this conference agreement—months before we
will understand the full impact of what we
were considering.

The House was later forced to consider its
version of the budget resolution prior to receiv-
ing the President’s budget.

The Senate Budget Committee was never
afforded the opportunity to consider this bill;
rather the committee of jurisdiction was cir-
cumvented using a questionable procedure.

Minority House and Senate Members were
explicitly noticed that they would not be in-
cluded in negotiations between the two cham-
bers to work out differences between the com-
peting versions of the budget.

Finally, in the most recent example of an
abuse of power, the House leadership filed
late last week a resolution only moments be-
fore it was to be adopted in the dead-of-the
night, without a Congressional Budget Office
analysis or a Joint Tax Committee scoring of
the tax cut.

Mr. Speaker, in its haste to rush through a
conference report before anyone had a
chance to look at the details, two pages were
lost that happened to contain language crucial
to the compromise that persuaded moderates
to agree to this budget. As a result, members,
including the minority, were afforded the op-
portunity to examine this budget in detail over
four days. This fortuitous event afforded me
the opportunity to discover that the numbers in
this budget simply do not add up and that
there is much more missing than two pages.

Mr. Speaker, the conference agreement
calls for $661.3 billion in discretionary spend-
ing for fiscal year 2002. Instead of making rec-
ommendations for the level of funding for our
national priorities, however, the conference
agreement lists CBO baseline levels, and then
uses a plug number of $6 billion in a catchall

function known as ‘‘allowances’’ to make the
numbers for 2002 add up.

These unrealistic discretionary spending lev-
els will result in a year-end conflict over fund-
ing levels for appropriations bills, much like
those we have seen in years past. Undoubt-
edly, we will soon be faced with a chaotic
budget process that drags on into the fall that
produces much higher spending than would
have been necessary had we reached agree-
ment on realistic spending levels within the
context of the budget resolution.

Moreover, if one takes these spending num-
bers at face value, then this majority has bro-
ken its promise to increase funding for edu-
cation and the critical research needs at the
National Institutes of Health (NIH). The major-
ity will argue that the function numbers in the
conference agreement do not represent in-
tended policy and that increases for education
and NIH can be provided by the Appropria-
tions Committee.

But if appropriators can change the rec-
ommended levels, what purpose does this
budget resolution serve? The troubling conclu-
sion is that either these increases will come at
the expense of other programs or we will once
again far exceed the spending targets outlined
in this resolution.

More troubling than the unrealistic spending
levels are the items missing from this budget.
Last week, the President established a Com-
mission on Social Security reform and an-
nounced his commitment to pursuing a na-
tional missile defense system. Nobody knows
how much either of these broad initiatives will
cost and the budget fails to account for either
of these items.

Also conspicuously missing from this con-
ference report are funds for debt reduction.
This budget commits funds dedicated to the
Medicare and Social Security Trust Funds to
debt reduction without devoting a single dollar
of our projected on-budget surpluses towards
paying down our national debt. This is like a
family using one credit card to pay off another
and then claiming that their debt was paid.
The American people will not be deceived by
this manipulation.

Finally, there is one more missing page that
explains how all of our other priorities, includ-
ing education, emergencies, defense in-
creases and future tax cuts, will fit into the so-
called contingency fund. Indeed, the overall
tax and spending totals in this budget will vir-
tually eliminate the non-Social Security, non-
Medicare budget surplus. Any additional ex-
penditures as expected in defense; any down-
ward revisions of the surplus projections that
may occur due to our slowing economy, in-
creased unemployment, decreased labor pro-
ductivity, and lower-than expected revenue
collections; or, any additional tax cuts above
and beyond those contained in this so-called
agreement—and I have reason to believe that
these will occur since the Secretary of the
Treasury testified last week that he would be
willing to consider tax breaks that go beyond
the budget resolution on a case-by-case
basis—will return this nation back to the era of
deficits, tapping our Social Security and Medi-
care Trust Funds.

Mr. Speaker, on May 1, 2001, I sent the
Chairman of the Budget Committee a letter in-
dicating I could support the proposed budget
resolution provided that the resolution cut
taxes no more than $1.25 trillion, set realistic
spending levels, and maintained a commit-
ment to debt reduction by ensuring that any
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remaining on-budget surpluses be devoted to
debt reduction. These conditions were not only
not met, but there was not even an oppor-
tunity to discuss them.

Because of these concerns about process,
unrealistic spending levels, the failure to re-
duce our national debt and the very real threat
this budget poses to our Social Security and
Medicare Trust Funds, I will vote against this
resolution and urge my colleagues to do the
same.

f

ELECTION REFORM

HON. MARTIN FROST
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank
Congresswoman MAXINE WATERS and the
Members of the Democratic Caucus Special
Committee on Election Reform for their hard
work in organizing election reform hearings
across America, and developing Democratic
proposals on election reform.

Ensuring every American’s vote is counted
is the cornerstone to rebuilding faith in our de-
mocracy. That’s why Democrats have made
clear our commitment to finding bipartisan so-
lutions to the ills that plague America’s elec-
toral process. Real election reform is a top pri-
ority for the American people and is the civil
rights issue of the new millennium.

Unfortunately, I know the Election Reform
Committee has heard a great deal about at-
tempts to intimidate minority voters around the
country during this past election. Having at-
tended two of the Special Committee’s field
hearings, I know how important they are to un-
covering the truth about voter suppression,
and to ensuring we stop efforts to disenfran-
chise African American and Hispanic voters in
the future.

It is clear that what happened in Florida to
intimidate and suppress African American
turnout was not an isolated incident. In fact,
significant efforts to suppress the African
American vote occurred in my district in Fort
Worth this fall. I personally witnessed a sys-
tematic campaign by local Republicans to har-
ass, intimidate and suppress African American
voters—especially senior citizens.

With so many sad examples of voter intimi-
dation and voting irregularities, the need for
real action on election reform could not be
clearer. After the field hearings are completed,
Democrats will propose to the House real
steps to make it easier for people to vote, ex-
pand participation in our democracy, and fix a
broken system that has disenfranchised too
many Americans for too long.

The importance of election reform to pre-
serving the integrity of our democracy is so
great that we must not allow partisan politics
to keep Congress from addressing it. I thank
Congressman WATERS for her strong leader-
ship and for organizing this special order, and
I desperately hope Republicans will join us in
passing meaningful election reform to ensure
every American’s vote is counted.

TRIBUTE TO BERNIE ROBINSON

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Bernie Robinson who has
served the State of Illinois and indeed all of us
as the Assistant to the Governor of Illinois in
charge of the state’s Washington, DC office.

Bernie is about to leave his position for
some exciting opportunities in the private sec-
tor. It would be inappropriate of me not to take
this opportunity to publicly thank him for the
work he has done, the counsel he has given
and the lifetime’s worth of friendships that he
has made within our delegation.

Thanks to Bernie and his capable staff, the
State of Illinois has emerged with the most co-
hesive voice that we have ever had in terms
of pursuing opportunities for the people we
serve. It would be impossible for me to list all
of Bernie’s accomplishments, but I cannot
overstate the important role he played in help-
ing to bring our delegation together in pursuit
of appropriations projects and priorities for our
state. Thanks to him, I have a better under-
standing of the special needs of my col-
leagues in the northern part of Illinois and they
have a better understanding of mine.

Only one person could have brought to-
gether a delegation as diverse as the one we
currently have. Without Bernie, it’s unlikely
that we would have had the successes that
we have.

I know that the members and staff of the Illi-
nois delegation join me in thanking Bernie and
wishing him well in his new endeavors.

Bernie Robinson is a unique individual who
has enriched our lives and allowed us to bet-
ter understand who we are and how we can
work together.

Thanks also to Bernie’s children, Sarah and
Army, who have allowed us to share so much
of Bernie’s time. Together with his beloved
wife Bess, may God rest her soul, Bernie has
proven that the greatest joy in our lives is the
beauty and potential of our children. He has
prepared them for a life of tremendous possi-
bilities and all indications are that they are
poised to tackle them.

Bernie, our thanks for establishing a founda-
tion from which our delegation and therefore
our state will grow and prosper. God’s bless-
ings to you and yours.

f

KEEP D.C. GENERAL HOSPITAL
OPEN

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, we, as a nation,
spend more on health care than any other
country in the world. Yet, we have 43 million
uninsured people and our working families
continue to struggle to obtain quality and af-
fordable care. And now, in our nation’s capitol,
there are efforts to close down the last re-
maining public hospital in the city, D.C. Gen-
eral. The closure of public hospitals around
our nation and D.C. General, in particular,
should be of concern to us all.

In Michigan, our public hospitals continue to
serve patients and communities with dignity
and with the belief that all people have the
right to health care. These public hospitals
provide our uninsured and underinsured work-
ing men and women with the quality and es-
sential health care they deserve. D.C. General
has been serving the people of Washington,
D.C. since 1806, and the care it provides is
crucial for residents of the nation’s capitol.

I am deeply concerned with the impact the
closure of this hospital will have on the resi-
dents of Washington, D.C. In Detroit and other
urban and rural communities, affordable and
reliable health care is becoming hard to find.
Our public hospitals serve local communities
without prejudice and are the only source of
care millions in this nation can rely on. Now,
the people of Washington, D.C. will have no
choice but to turn to private hospitals for their
health care—hospitals that base their care on
a person’s financial status and ability to pay.

Those who advocate closing D.C. General
are concerned that the hospital has woefully
inadequate funds to operate. The financial sit-
uation of this and other public hospitals is se-
verely impacted by Congress’ unwillingness to
provide additional resources and the fact our
public hospitals serve most of our uninsured
and poor. The plight of D.C. General is just
one example of what will happen if we do not
stand up immediately and support our public
hospitals.

I am also deeply troubled by the process
that determined the fate of D.C. General Hos-
pital. Through the use of an unelected finan-
cial control board, those wishing to see the
hospital closed overrode the democratically-
elected D.C. City Council, who unanimously
opposed the closure of the hospital. In 1999,
a similar situation occurred in Detroit, when
Lansing lawmakers dissolved the elected city
school board and appointed a supervisory
board, unaccountable to the citizens of Detroit.
The Detroit school takeover and the D.C. con-
trol board’s actions should be of concern to all
Americans. Both these actions denied citizens
a voice in the decisions affecting their lives.
Our compassion and resolve to ensure quality
health care and education for all must not be
compromised by an unelected body which is
accountable to no one.

Today, I join many of my colleagues in Con-
gress, community leaders in my home state
and from around our great nation, and cham-
pions in the Michigan State Legislature in urg-
ing that D.C. General be kept open and ac-
cessible to the people of Washington, D.C.

f

A TRIBUTE TO RABBI HILLEL
COHN FOR 38 YEARS OF SERVICE
TO CALIFORNIA’S INLAND EM-
PIRE

HON. JERRY LEWIS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I

would like today to pay tribute to my good
friend Rabbi Hillel Cohn, who for the past 38
years has been a remarkable community lead-
er, and a spiritual guiding force for thousands
of members of Congregation Emanu El in San
Bernardino County, California. After nearly
four decades as leader of this congregation,
Rabbi Cohn is retiring this week.

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 05:12 May 18, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A17MY8.041 pfrm08 PsN: E17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE846 May 17, 2001
Just a few weeks ago, Rabbi Cohn was

present on this House floor to deliver our
morning prayer. His message was a reflection
of the central philosophy in his spiritual and
community life: ‘‘Let America pursue justice in
our enforcement of laws, in our forms of pun-
ishment, in our methods of choosing our lead-
ers, in our allocation of precious resources, in
our expectations of other nations, and in our
daily relations with one another.’’

Throughout his career in San Bernardino
County, Rabbi Cohn has served as a commu-
nity conscience and a voice of unity for people
of all races, religions and cultures. He was the
founding chairman of the San Bernardino
Human Relations Commission, and was se-
lected in 1996 as one of 5,500 ‘‘community
heroes’’ across the country who carried the
Olympics Torch.

Rabbi Cohn’s community involvement
ranges from president of the county Mental
Health Association and Family Service Agen-
cy, to serving on the bio-ethics committees of
many local hospitals. He is a national leader
in his faith, currently serving as treasurer of
the Central Conference of American Rabbis
and serves on a team that counsels other rab-
bis. Many of his sermons have been published
in ‘‘American Rabbi,’’ and he has edited na-
tional books on rabbinical contracts and retire-
ment.

I began my community service career on
the local school board about the time that
Rabbi Cohn became the spiritual leader in
Congregation Emanu El. It was clear even
then that he would be a force to bring all of
the people of our community together.
Throughout his career, his integrity and rep-
utation for conciliation have shown through,
and I am grateful for his wise counsel on
many matters.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my colleagues
to join me in thanking Rabbi Cohn for his
years of service and leadership, and to wish
him and his wife Rita good luck in their future
endeavors. I am sure they will be active mem-
bers of our community for many years to
come.
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INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 1886

HON. HOWARD COBLE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce
H.R. 1886, a bill aimed at closing an unfortu-
nate administrative loophole and bridging a
legal gap in the working of our intellectual
property system. As you know, I chair the
House Judiciary Subcommittee on Courts, the
Internet and Intellectual Property. In that ca-
pacity, my colleagues and I have as one of
our continuing goals making certain that the
U.S. patent system is the finest regime in the
world. This bill relates to two important areas
within our jurisdiction, namely the procedures
linking the courts and the U.S. Patent and
Trademark Office (PTO). This legislation elimi-
nates an asymmetry in an administrative pro-
cedure disallowing the public the right to ap-
peal a question from the PTO to a higher and
independent authority for redress.

This legislation closes a procedural loophole
that is a gap in the law. Today, many of these
administrative appeals are prohibited by cur-

rent law. In my view, this makes the patent
system unable to fully serve the needs of in-
ventors and the public. Congress created the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit
in 1982 with a specific goal. It was intended to
be a specialized forum that brings both legal
and technical expertise to bear on appeals of
certain issues of national importance, including
patent issues. The overwhelming consensus is
that in the past 20 years, the Federal Circuit
has proven to be a marked success. It contrib-
utes to the fairness of the system in two ways.
First, it ensures predictability and certainty to
appeals within the subject matter of its juris-
diction. Second, it is a check on the agencies
within its jurisdiction.

We have all heard stories about patents that
issue but are subsequently challenged based
on new evidence pertaining to scope and va-
lidity. This bill will ensure that the outcome of
these challenges initiated by the public and
consumers through the optional inter partes
reexamination will be fair by establishing the
right to appeal and judicial review. It is a very
limited measure and it does not lead to any
additional district court trials, or other added
discovery burdens or expenses for inventors.
It is aimed at the improved functioning of our
domestic system and has no relation to what
our trading partners use in their systems.
While this is admittedly a small bill—some will
describe it merely as a housekeeping bill—I
believe that it will contribute greatly to the im-
proved functioning of our patent system for all
parties involved.
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INTRODUCTION OF A BILL AU-
THORIZING EXPANSION OF
PU’UHONUA O HONAUNAU NA-
TIONAL HISTORICAL PARK

HON. PATSY T. MINK
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill to authorize the expan-
sion of the Pu’uhonua O Honaunau National
Historical Park, which is located in South Kona
on the island of Hawaii.

Pu’uhonua O Honaunau National Historical
Park, formerly known as the City of Refuge
National Historical Park, was authorized by an
act of Congress on July 26, 1955 (60 Stat.
376) ‘‘. . . for the benefit and inspiration of
the people . . .’’ The park was formally estab-
lished in 1961. All the lands included within
the park are listed on the National Register of
Historic Places.

The overall management goal for the histor-
ical park is for the resources to accurately rep-
resent a slice of time ranging from pre-contact
(circa 12th–13th century) to about 1930, when
Ki’ilae Village was completely abandoned. The
objectives developed to meet that goal focus
on preservation, stabilization, and restoration
of the park’s cultural and natural resources.

A significant portion of the ancient Hawaiian
village of Ki’ilae lies outside of the current
park’s boundaries. The proposed addition of
805 acres, located within the tradition land di-
visions of Ki’ilae ahupua’a and Kauleoli
ahupua’a, contains significant cultural and nat-
ural resources, which complement the Park’s
mission of preservation and rehabilitation of
Hawaiian natural, cultural, and historic re-

sources. These lands contain at least 800 cul-
tural sites, structures, and features; at least 25
caves (or cave openings), many of which are
refuge caves; a minimum of 10 heiau (tem-
ples); more than 20 platforms; 26 enclosures;
over 40 burial features (or highly probable bur-
ials); trails and trail remnants; a minimum of 6
residential compounds; a holua slide; several
canoe landing sites; a water well; numerous
walls and wall remnants; and a wide range of
agricultural features.

Ancient Native Hawaiian burial sites are a
particularly sensitive issue in Hawaii. Many de-
scendants of the Ki’ilae villagers live in the
area and want to make sure that the graves
of their ancestors are respected and that ar-
cheological and historical sites are preserved.
The local community strongly supports incor-
poration of these lands into Pu’uhonua O
Honaunau National Historical Park.

I urge my colleagues to join me in co-spon-
soring this bill.
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ANNAPOLIS CENTER REPORT AD-
DRESSES KEY CONCERNS ABOUT
ASTHMA

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to bring to
the attention of my colleagues an important re-
port that was recently issued by the Annapolis
Center for Science-Based Public Policy. Asth-
ma is a serious disease that is often unde-
tected, misdiagnosed and not properly treated.
I am hopeful the Center’s Executive Summary
will help to enlighten my colleagues about the
importance of addressing the problems associ-
ated with asthma.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report defines asthma, evaluates
trends, and reviews how it is studied. It re-
views potential triggers of asthma attacks
and their proper management, which can
dramatically decrease morbidity and prevent
mortality. The report recommends prudent
steps that decision-makers, doctors, and pa-
tients should take in combating the disease.

Several major points of the report are as
follows:

Asthma is a serious disease, with a great
impact on public health and the economy;

Asthma has a disproportional impact in
the United States on minorities, the poor,
and children;

Asthma is a complex disease. We do not
have a complete picture of asthma because
we have an insufficient understanding of all
the interacting mechanisms. Because of this,
there is no universally accepted definition of
the disease;

Because of the lack of a completely accept-
able definition of asthma, it may be under-
diagnosed or over-diagnosed;

We do not yet know all the causes of asth-
ma. Genetic factors play a role but these
alone do not explain the disease. The strong-
est (but incomplete) evidence exists for
interactions between genetic factors, indoor
environmental allergens and tobacco smoke;
however, finding ‘‘the cause’’ (or causes) of
asthma will take time and money.

Underlying causes, unlike immediate trig-
gers, are speculative, or highly speculative,
requiring much more research.

A national asthma registry is needed.
Action strategies aimed at eliminating

some suspected environmental risk factors
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may reduce the prevalence of asthma at-
tacks but are not guaranteed to reduce the
incidence of new cases of asthma. There is
evidence that dust mites, cockroaches, cat
dander, spores of the common airborne mold,
and Alternaria (a type of fungus) play an im-
portant role. It seems reasonable to clean
homes, workplaces, and schools to reduce ex-
posure to these triggers. This may not pre-
vent all asthma attacks, but it may lessen
their frequency and/or severity;

Asthma is a very manageable disease.
Much of the current morbidity and mortality
is avoidable;

Many asthmatics and their doctors do not
take the disease as seriously as they should;

Clinical guidelines for asthma treatment
need to be followed;

Better disease management is the strategy
most likely to yield benefits for asthmatics
at this time. Better disease management will
result from specific programs to educate
physicians and patients along with programs
to ensure better access to care for all
asthmatics.
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IN HONOR OF DR. LUTHER
BLACKWELL

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Bishop Luther Blackwell and to cele-
brate his half century of service to his church,
his faith, and the greater Cleveland commu-
nity.

Mr. Speaker, the ministry of Dr. Luther
Blackwell, senior pastor of Mega Church in
Cleveland, Ohio, is known throughout the
world. Dr. Blackwell has spent his career trav-
eling extensively as a lecturer, teacher, and
guest speaker. He has been featured in some
of the country’s most prestigious and life-
changing spiritual conferences, sharing his
knowledge and faith to help bring positive
change to the lives of thousands.

Dr. Blackwell has had a very distinguished
and proud career. After graduating with a
Bachelors Degree in Music Education from the
Conservatory of Music at Baldwin Wallace
College in Berea, Ohio, Dr. Blackwell went on
to teach for four years in the Cleveland Public
School System. There, he received numerous
awards for his service, including be honored
as one of Cleveland’s finest teachers. Dr.
Blackwell has also received his Masters and
Doctor Degrees of Biblical Studies from Chris-
tian Leadership University in Elma, New York,
as well as a Doctor of Ministry from Vision
Christian College in Romona, California.

Dr. Blackwell faithfully served fifteen years
as Vice President of the International Con-
gress of Local Churches, and most recently
held seminars on the Biblical application of
money and on the Black believer.

Mr. Speaker, of Dr. Blackwell’s numerous
outstanding accomplishments I would like to
specially honor the ten year anniversary of Dr.
Blackwell’s founding of the Mega Church in
Cleveland, Ohio. The Mega Church has been
among the national leaders in the area of ra-
cial reconciliation, demonstrating the ability of
using faith to bring people of different races
and cultures together.

Dr. Blackwell represents the very best of
Cleveland, and his long and very distinguished
career deserves the highest of praise.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in rising to honor this truly remarkable man,
and his half century of service to his fellow
man. Dubbed the pastor’s pastor, Dr.
Blackwell is a man of the highest standing and
an example for all to follow.
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ARRIVAL IN U.S. OF TAIWANESE
PRESIDENT CHEN SHUI-BIAN

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, as Republic of
China President Chen Shui-bian reaches his
first anniversary in office, I would like to com-
mend him for his successful leadership and
steadiness of purpose. President Chen has
expertly handled cross-strait relations due in
part to his emphasis on the formation of mu-
tual trust between Taipei and Beijing through
economic and cultural integration. President
Chen recently expressed his vision for a last-
ing peace with the mainland by noting the im-
portance of ensuring channels of communica-
tion. ‘‘I understand that only through resump-
tion of constructive cross-strait dialogue and
normalization of bilateral relations can perma-
nent regional peace be ensured.’’

President Chen’s leadership within the Re-
public of China exemplifies a record of which
he should be proud. He presides over a de-
mocracy characterized by free and fair elec-
tions, a free press, and an unquestioned re-
spect for human rights and the rule of law. Yet
President Chen’s capacity to guide economic
success is as strong as his commitment to
democratic values. The 5.25% growth forecast
for the ROC economy in 2001 is higher than
that of the U.S., Japan, Germany, or the U.K.,
and the ROC enjoys a lower level of unem-
ployment than each one of the aforementioned
economic powerhouses.

I am delighted that President Chen will have
the opportunity to make two transit stops in
the U.S. and to meet with Members of Con-
gress during his upcoming visit to the Amer-
icas. Secretary Powell’s spokesperson noted
that such meetings ‘‘would be a good thing,’’
and I could not agree more. This will be an
important visit for President Chen and for the
U.S.—the first time a Taiwanese leader has
been permitted to stopover in New York. I
hope President Chen’s transit visit brings fruit-
ful discussions with my colleagues as well as
a chance to enjoy the Texas steakhouse,
baseball game, and New York museum on his
agenda. Most importantly, I hope President
Chen’s transit visit signals the strong ties and
friendship between the U.S. and the Republic
of China.
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INTRODUCTION OF MAERSK Mc-
KINNEY MOLLER

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to acknowledge a great leader in the
maritime community, Maersk Mc-Kinney
Moller, owner of the A.P. Moller Group—a

global transportation provider whose fleet of
ships make it the world’s largest shipping
company and also the largest US-flag carrier.
When Germany invaded Denmark in 1940, the
company’s fleet numbered 46 ships and many
of those vessels were used by the United
States and its allies during WWII. Maersk
Moller and his wife spent the war years in the
United States. After almost eight years in
America, Maersk Moller and his father faced
the daunting challenge of rebuilding their com-
pany. A number of ships were purchased from
the United States government and slowly the
company was rebuilt. A.P. Moller has made
significant contributions to the U.S. economy
over the years. The company’s United States
headquarters was founded in 1943, and in
1947 a notable affiliate—Maersk Line, Lim-
ited—was chartered in Delaware. Today
Maersk has 10 United States corporate enti-
ties devoted to terminal operations, trucking,
rail transportation, and third party logistics and
it generates employment for approximately
9000 Americans. Maersk serves more than
30,000 US exporters and importers dedicated
to international trade. Today A.P. Moller is the
largest carrier in the world. It operates ap-
proximately 250 ships including container ves-
sels, tankers, bulk carriers, supply ships, car
carriers, and drilling rigs. 53 of these ships fly
the Stars and Stripes and are owned, oper-
ated or chartered by Maersk Line, Limited. It
is the largest U.S. flag carriers serving the for-
eign trades of the United States. Allow me to
recognize some other important contributions.
Maersk Line, Limited ships were the first ves-
sels to arrive in Desert Storm and off-load
critically needed Marine Corps supplies and
equipment. Space on Maersk commercial
ships was provided free of charge to the U.S.
government so we could load much needed
supplies for our troops during the sustainment
phase of the operation. Prior to Desert Storm,
Maersk Line, Limited obtained a secret clear-
ance ftom the Department of Defense and
now has a top-secret clearance to operate
ships for the U.S. Navy. This important mis-
sion and valuable program continues today.

Mr. Speaker, I am very interested in
strengthening a cost effective U.S.-flag fleet
that is dedicated to the foreign commerce of
the United States. The Maritime Security Pro-
gram (MSP) will soon have to be reauthorized
for our nation to maintain a U.S.-flag pres-
ence. It is important to recognize that during a
contingency, companies participating in MSP
like Maersk Line, Limited are contractually ob-
ligated to the statutorily mandated Voluntary
Intennodal Sealift Agreement (VISA). Com-
bined, Maersk and other U.S. vessels provide
the intennodal infrastructure that includes ter-
minal, truck, rail and sealift capacity the De-
partment of Defense (DOD) would rely on to
lift critically important military equipment during
a conflict. Without the MSP it would cost the
taxpayers billions of dollars in DOD spending
to replicate what MSP carriers, like Maersk,
provide. A strong, competitive commercial
U.S.-flag presence in international trade is
therefore vitally important. It is important we
recognize that in order to maintain a strong,
reliable and available fleet of MSP vessels the
program must understand and meet carrier
operating costs. It should be indexed to keep
abreast of inflation and we should make sure
that MSP benefits flow to the U.S. corporate
citizen providing VISA assets to our military. I
look forward to working with my colleagues
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and improving the Maritime Security Program.
Mr. Speaker, Maersk Line, Limited plays a crit-
ical role in both the national security interest of
the United States and the transportation of
goods in and out of the U.S. I am proud to
recognize Maersk Mc-Kinney Moller for the
services his company provides and for his
dedicated leadership in the maritime arena.
He is a true friend of the United States of
America.
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EIGHTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
BIRTHDAY OF DR. ANDREI
SAKHAROV

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
today I would like to call to the attention of my
colleagues the 80th anniversary of the birth of
the late Dr. Andrei Dmitrievich Sakharov, one
of the truly great figures in the struggle for
human rights in the 20th century. On May 21
of this year, Dr. Sakharov would have cele-
brated his 80th birthday.

A brilliant physicist, Dr. Andrei Sakharov en-
joyed the respect of his colleagues and the
material privileges provided by Soviet offi-
cialdom for his work in helping to develop the
Soviet atomic bomb. He could easily have
continued to enjoy his elevated status in So-
viet society, but his conscience would not per-
mit it. He became deeply convinced that the
arms race was pointless and a threat to man-
kind. When he protested privately to Soviet
authorities, he was ignored. In 1968, Dr.
Sakharov circulated his groundbreaking essay
entitled, ‘‘Thoughts on Progress, Peaceful Co-
Existence and Intellectual Freedom,’’ in which
he drew the connection between human rights
and international security. For this challenge to
the system, he was barred from military re-
search, and when he continued to protest, he
was fired from his work. In 1975, Dr. Sakharov
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, but So-
viet authorities would not allow him to travel to
Oslo to receive the award. In January 1980,
without any legal procedure, let alone a trial,
Dr. Sakharov was picked up on the streets of
Moscow by KGB agents and spirited off to
exile in the city of Gorky.

At the same time, the Kremlin, under the
leadership of former KGB chairman Yuri
Andropov, launched a crackdown on Soviet
dissidents. In 1984, Dr. Sakharov’s wife, Dr.
Elena Bonner, was convicted of ‘‘defaming the
Soviet political and social system’’ and sen-
tenced to join him in exile.

Even in these dark hours, Dr. Sakharov,
continued to speak out against the war being
carried out by Soviet forces in Afghanistan, to
defend persecuted human rights activists in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and to
address vital issues of disarmament and
peace. On three occasions, Dr. Sakharov went
on a hunger strike to protest the mistreatment
of hls friends and colleagues in the human
rights movement. During his confinement, his
notes and his manuscripts were stolen from
him by KGB thugs. President Reagan de-
clared his sixtieth birthday, May 21, 1980,
‘‘Andrei Salcharov Day.’’

In December 1986, Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev lifted Dr. Sakharov’s exile and ‘‘in-

vited’’ him to return to Moscow. In 1989, Dr.
Salcharov was elected to the Congress of
People Deputies, an organization that had pre-
viously been the rubber stamp legislature for
the Soviet Union. In the short time that he
served, Dr. Sakharovj’’olned a handful of other
elected leaders to press for real reforms in the
Soviet Union. On December 14, 1989, the
world was sadden to learn of this great man’s
death.

In its coverage of ‘‘the 100 Most Important
People of the 20th Century,’’ Time magazine
noted that, ‘‘By the time of his death in 1989,
this humble physicist had influenced the
spread of democratic ideals throughout the
communist world. His moral challenge to tyr-
anny, his faith in the individual and the power
of reason, his courage in the face of denuncia-
tion and, finally, house arrest—made him a
hero to ordinary citizens everywhere.’’

Although Andrei Sakharov has passed on
and the Soviet Union is no more, the issues
that he and his colleagues confronted still
challenge us today. ‘‘Small wars,’’ like the
bloody conflict in Chechnya, have replaced the
big Cold War. Human rights continue to be
violated. Arms control and security issues are
high on the agenda.

Several years ago, Dr. Bonner bequeathed
Dr. Sakharov’s papers to an American univer-
sity bearing the name of one of our country’s
greatest jurists—Justice Louis Brandeis. This
is a priceless gift not only to Brandeis, but to
our entire nation. A generation of young peo-
ple who have grown up since the fall of the
Soviet Union, will be able to study Dr.
Sakharov’s writings on civic responsibility,
non-violence, ethnic and religious intolerance,
and other aspects of human rights and what
we now call the human dimension.

Mr. Speaker, on this, the eightieth anniver-
sary of the birth of Andrei Sakharov, I urge
Americans young and old to acquaint them-
selves with Dr. Sakharov’s struggle for peace
and human dignity, and to support educational
efforts such as the Sakharov archive at Bran-
deis to preserve the legacy of an intellectual
and humanitarian giant of the 20th century.
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THE VIETNAMESE COMMUNISTS
ARREST FATHER NGUYEN VAN,
A NEW ROUND OF RELIGIOUS
PERSECUTION IN VIETNAM

HON. DANA ROHRABACHER
OF CALIFORNIA
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, this

morning, Vietnamese communist authorities
arrested a highly respected Catholic priest Fa-
ther Nguyen Van Ly, a former Amnesty Inter-
national ‘‘prisoner of conscience,’’ accusing
him of fomenting unrest against the govern-
ment. Father Ly was detained in his parish of
Phu An, near Hue, under a criminal law for
failing to obey surveillance rules and agitating
followers to cause public disorder.

‘‘He was arrested for spreading propaganda
against the government,’’ said a spokesman
for the secret police of Phu An commune. The
propaganda charges Ly faces carry penalties
of 10 to 12 years in prison. A longtime critic
of the government, Ly has previously spent
nearly 10 years in prison.

On Wednesday, Ly led a religious service of
about 150 people in which police said he dis-

tributed leaflets. The government said the leaf-
lets were anti-communist. Ly, 54, had pre-
viously been under heavy police surveillance
and in March was denounced by official media
as a ‘‘traitor’’ for urging the United States to
link religious freedom to ratification of a bilat-
eral trade agreement with Vietnam. ‘‘(Ly) con-
tinued to carry out behavior that affected pub-
lic security and obstructed production and nor-
mal life of the people,’’ the spokesman said.

Father Ly’s arrest came amid growing criti-
cism of Hanoi for persecution of religious
groups—Christians, Buddhists and, Cao Dai.
Ly’s detention coincided with a report that a
dissident Buddhist leader, Thich Quang Do,
was summoned for questioning in Ho Chi
Minh City. The Paris-based International Bud-
dhist Information Bureau said that 73-year-old
Thich Quang Do received a summons de-
manding he appear before a Communist kan-
garoo court tomorrow to explain ‘‘a number of
wrongful acts’’ he has recently committed.’’
The move could be related to Do’s recent let-
ter to the Vietnamese leadership in which he
called for the release of another dissident
monk, the group said. Do is the second-high-
est monk in the banned Unified Buddhist
Church of Vietnam. The movement’s patriarch,
Thich Huyen Quang, 83, has been imprisoned
for 19 years.

Mr. Speaker, the Hanoi regime insists it
grants full religious freedom to its citizens.
This is a blatant lie. Given the simultaneous
mass persecution of our former allies, the
Montagnard tribes people in Vietnam’s Central
Highlands, this body should link an end to reli-
gious and ethnic persecution to the ratification
of the bilateral trade agreement between the
United States and Vietnam. I also call on the
United States embassy in Hanoi to aggres-
sively make every possible effort to demand
the release of Father Ly and an end to reli-
gious persecution and rampant human rights
abuses in Vietnam.

f

NATIONAL BIOTECHNOLOGY WEEK

HON. DARRELL E. ISSA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today, during

National Biotechnology Week, to commend
the biotechnology community for its many con-
tributions to science, healthcare, and tech-
nology.

Biotechnology has contributed enormously
to the success of the United States as the
global leader in research and international
commerce. It will unquestionably be an impor-
tant vehicle for high-tech job creation through-
out the 21st century.

Today, biotechnology is widely used in
many fields, including agriculture, food proc-
essing, and energy production. It has been
largely responsible for improving quality of life
all around the globe through its utilization in
water quality protection, conservation of top-
soil, and improvement of waste management
techniques. Through its many innovations in
pharmaceuticals from penicillin to AIDS drugs,
biotechnology has paved the way for finding
cures to many of the world’s devastating dis-
eases.

Mr. Speaker, I commend and thank the bio-
technology community for its many contribu-
tions to our nation and the world.
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TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM RECHLIN

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recognize
Mr. William Rechlin upon his retirement from
his position of City Manager of Berkley, Michi-
gan.

Mr. Rechlin has been a public servant in
Michigan for the past four decades. Beginning
as a police officer in Dearborn in 1958, he
then served as lieutenant, sergeant and police
chief of Westland.

Mr. Rechlin came to Berkley after his
Westland service, and assumed the position of
Director of Public Safety. After ten years, he
was named City Manager, a position he held
for four and one-half years. William is highly
respected throughout law enforcement and by
his peers as a City Manager.

Throughout his career, Bill has been an ef-
fective worker, diligent, caring, and a man ‘‘in
charge.’’ Mayor John Mark Mooney said,
‘‘Rechlin has filled the job so thoroughly the
last four years, it will be difficult to choose a
replacement.’’

Mr. Speaker, I have enjoyed my many op-
portunities to work with Bill Rechlin, a truly fine
gentleman and a consummate professional. I
ask my colleagues to join me in wishing Wil-
liam Rechlin a happy and healthy retirement.
He will be missed.

f

KEEPING OUR PROMISE TO
SPECIAL EDUCATION ACT OF 2001

HON. ROB SIMMONS
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce legislation to fully fund the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act, or IDEA.

Improving special education is on the minds
of millions of Americans. Our Governors,
school boards, education professionals, and
families of children with disabilities identify full
funding for special education as their number-
one priority.

The nearly six-and-a-half million students
with disabilities have a right to a free and ap-
propriate public education. They deserve to
participate in the American dream.

Today this Congress has an opportunity to
help these students fulfill that dream. I am
pleased to introduce the ‘‘Keeping Our Prom-
ise to Special Education Act of 2001’’ to pro-
vide for mandatory increases in special edu-
cation funding each of the next ten years. My
effort sets the course to achieve full funding
for Part B of IDEA by fiscal year 2011.

The enactment of this bill will give relief to
school districts, resources to teachers, hope to
parents, and opportunities to children with dis-
abilities. It will free up State and local funds to
be spent on such things as better pay for
teachers, more professional development,
richer and more diverse curricula, smaller
class sizes, making needed renovations to
buildings, and addressing other needs of indi-
vidual schools. To me, fully funding IDEA will
provide the ultimate in local educational flexi-
bility.

I am proud to say that the Keeping Our
Promise to Special Education Act has re-
ceived the support of the National Education
Association, the Connecticut Association of
Public School Superintendents and the Con-
necticut Association of Boards of Education,
Incorporated.

Mr. Speaker, twenty-six years ago, Con-
gress made a commitment to fully fund the
Federal Government’s share of special edu-
cation costs. If in this era of economic pros-
perity and unprecedented budgetary surpluses
we cannot meet this commitment, when will
we keep this pledge?

School districts in the Second District of
Connecticut and other congressional districts
are demanding financial relief. Children’s
needs must be met. Parents expect account-
ability. There is no better way to touch a
school, help a child, or support a family than
to commit more spending for special edu-
cation.

It is time to fulfill our promise. I urge my col-
leagues to cosponsor the Keeping Our Prom-
ise to Special Education Act.

f

CONGRATULATION ON TAIWAN
PRESIDENT CHEN SHUI-BIAN’S
FIRST ANNIVERSARY IN OFFICE

HON. GARY G. MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the people in the Republic of China
on Taiwan will be celebrating President Chen
Shui-bian’s first anniversary in office on May
20, 2001.

President Chen Shui-bian won his presi-
dential election last year and in the last 12
months, he has shown the world his steady
leadership at home and abroad. He has con-
tinued the social and economic programs of
his predecessor and convinced the world of
his intention to seek better relations with the
Chinese mainland and maintain good relations
with allies and friends abroad. He has done an
excellent job for the people of Taiwan.

Taiwan has become one of our nation’s
largest trading partners and continues to grow
in that capacity to the benefit of both the peo-
ple of the United States of America and Tai-
wan. Trade between the United States and
Taiwan totaled $64.9 billion in 2000, up 19.4
percent from 1999. Last year, Taiwan’s im-
ports from the United States grew by 27.4 per-
cent to $24.2 billion. It is hard to believe that
just fifty years ago, the per capita GNP in Tai-
wan was $150. Today, Taiwan is the world’s
17th largest economy and Taiwan’s vigorous
trade with foreign countries has given the peo-
ple of Taiwan a much higher standard of liv-
ing. The great strides Taiwan has made eco-
nomically are an admirable tribute to Tai-
wanese people and their democratic leaders. I
particularly thank President Chen Shui-bian in
continuing to lead Taiwan in that tradition.

On his first anniversary in office, I wish
President Chen Shui-bian every success in
leading his country and his people to ever
greater economic heights at home and inter-
national recognition abroad. Also, I am de-
lighted to see that as he travels to Central
America this month, he will be making a tran-
sit stop in New York City. I welcome President

Chen to the United States and wish him the
best in leading Taiwan in continued prosperity.

f

IN HONOR OF JAMES LARGE, JR.

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor James Large Jr., who has served as
Acting President of the Wildlife Conservation
Society and distinguished himself as a vir-
tuous leader in business and philanthropy and,
most importantly, as a citizen dedicated to
conserving the natural heritage of his local as
well as global communities.

For more than a year, and, for what was of-
fered as a temporary and part-time assign-
ment, James Large has devoted 12-hour work
days, restless nights, early mornings along
with the whole of his intellect, heart and spirit
to leading the Wildlife Conservation Society
into the 21st century, Under his stewardship,
the Wildlife Conservation Society’s celebrated
wildlife parks inspired more than 4.5 million
visitors to care about wildlife and wild lands
and to participate in their conservation, man-
aged field projects in living landscapes around
the world, and developed award-winning envi-
ronmental education programs for schools
across the United States and abroad.

Jim’s role as Acting President will soon be
coming to an end. I congratulate him on a job
well done, and wish him and his wife, Carol,
well on the journey that lies ahead. He will no
doubt continue to serve his community with
diligence, honesty and devotion and remain
steadfast to his commitment to conserve the
beauty, bounty, and wonder of nature.

f

RAILROAD HEROES

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my
constituents in the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict, I want to honor the heroes who stopped
the runaway train in northwestern Ohio on
Tuesday.

The entire nation saw the courage of Jon
Hosfeld, Jess Knowlton, and Terry Forson as
they slowed and then stopped a 47-car train
whose cargo included a dangerous chemical.
This train, which got loose near Toledo, trav-
eled unmanned through communities at
speeds approaching 46 miles an hour.

The television images of how the train was
finally stopped riveted a nation. Knowlton and
Forson maneuvered a second locomotive and
coupled up with the runaway train, bringing it
down to a speed that allowed Jon Hosfeld to
leap on and finally bring this drama to an end.

Jumping onto a moving train is something
you only see in the movies. But we witnessed
every bit of the trainmaster’s 31 years of expe-
rience with CSX as he surmounted the risk.
Amazingly, what we later learned is that
Hosfeld, who lives in my hometown of Findlay,
had been in a car pursuing the train nearly
from the start. Jon Hosfeld’s moment to be a
hero had arrived.
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I salute Jon Hosfeld, Jess Knowlton, Terry

Forson and the other skilled railroad workers
who responded so nobly and professionally.
Thanks to them, what could have been a dis-
aster was averted. I also commend the law
enforcement and emergency management
teams along the line who secured rail cross-
ings and kept citizens away from harm.

While it appears that this incident began as
a result of a human error—an error, it seems
now, the first engineer tried to correct by vain-
ly trying to climb onto a moving train—what
we saw unfold during a dramatic afternoon in
Ohio was a testament to professional skill and
personal courage. Jon Hosfeld, the feat that
you and your colleagues performed will go
down in railroad lore.

f

TRIBUTE TO MARY BETH CAROZZA

HON. DAVID L. HOBSON
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001
Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to an outstanding person whom it
has been my privilege to know and work with
for more than 10 years.

Mary Beth Carozza has been my Chief of
Staff since I became a Member of Congress
in 1990. I knew that to have a successful Con-
gressional office I would have to have some-
one serving as my Chief of Staff who could
get the things done that I might tend to over-
look, and who had strengths in areas where I
sometimes needed assistance. I never have
regretted my decision to make Mary Beth my
top aide, and I fully realize the deep impact
her experienced leadership has had in helping
me try to meet the expectations of my con-
stituents as a member of this distinguished
body.

Before coming to work for me, Mary Beth
worked for then Senator William Cohen and
served as the press secretary for then Con-
gressman Mike DeWine. My first personal in-
volvement with her came during an event at a
dairy farm in my district, when I was directly
told by a young woman with a commanding
voice to move quickly over to a group of Ohio
State legislators for a photograph. Little did I
realize that same young woman so at ease
with giving orders to a State Senator, would
soon become the most important member of
my team and one of my closest friends.

Mary Beth has been a successful leader not
only in the way she has led the staff of Ohio’s
7th Congressional District, but in the way she
has been successful in helping the Ohio Con-
gressional delegation work together. She has
fought very hard on numerous issues, never
swayed from her personal convictions, and
successfully directed hundreds of important
projects that would not have been accom-
plished without her direct involvement.

Mary Beth shares my belief that the best in-
vestment is an investment in good people.
She always has been a supportive Chief of
Staff, deeply committed to helping staff de-
velop their creative abilities and best use their
talents. Her success in this can be seen in our
current outstanding office staff, and in the lev-
els of achievement reached by former staff
members who have gone on to become lead-
ers in government and the private sector.

While keeping the 7th District Congressional
office running smoothly, Mary Beth has also

been generous with her time to help new
chiefs of staff develop their leadership skills.
She has served with distinction as a member
and past vice president of the House Adminis-
trative Assistants Association which provides
management training for Administrative Assist-
ants in conjunction with the Congressional
Management Foundation.

As a result of her tireless efforts, Mary Beth
has become a trusted and valuable resource
for staff and Members of Congress from both
sides of the aisle and across the country.
Mary Beth has demonstrated time and again
the selfless service and dedication to ideals
which guide her actions, and reflect positively
on all who are around her. She will undoubt-
edly be a tremendous asset as the new Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense for House
Affairs and I am truly thankful for our time to-
gether and what we were able to accomplish.

Mary Beth has achieved a great deal
through hard work and determination, but she
also knows the value of maintaining close ties
with her family. I have had the pleasure of
meeting Tony and Mary Pat Carozza on sev-
eral memorable occasions. They exemplify the
traditional values of hard work and integrity,
and instilled those same attributes in Mary
Beth which have served her well.

As Ohio’s Seventh District Representative to
the Congress of the United States, I take this
opportunity to join with members of my staff,
the Ohio Congressional delegation, and the
thousands of Ohioans who have benefited
from knowing and working with her to honor
the efforts and the achievements of Mary Beth
Carozza. Her many contributions to the people
of Ohio and the U.S. House of Representa-
tives are greatly appreciated by all and I thank
her for her service.

f

SALUTE TO PRESIDENT CHEN
SHUI-BIAN

HON. WALTER B. JONES
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker,
this Sunday, May 20 marks the one-year anni-
versary of the inauguration of Chen Shui-bian
as President of the Republic of China on Tai-
wan. It was the first peaceful transition of
power in Chinese history and a day that will
long be remembered by people and nations of
the world who believe in and value democracy
and all that it stands for.

I honor President Chen for his many accom-
plishments in leading his country economically
and politically. I admire the goals he has set
for his government to increase the visibility of
Taiwan on the world stage through trade and
international organizations. And I applaud his
efforts in extending the olive branch of peace
across the Taiwan Straight to Mainland China.

In a few short days President Chen will be
traveling to Central America and during the
course of that trip he will make a brief stop in
New York. While his time in New York will be
short it will be a major first step toward easing
the Clinton Administration restrictions gov-
erning the ability of Taiwan leaders to travel
freely between the United States and Taiwan.

The United States and Taiwan have arisen
from the desire to live freely, born from the
hearts of the people who dwell within their

borders. President Chen’s leadership con-
tinues to advance the cause of freedom and
democracy so it is with great honor that I sa-
lute President Chen Shui-bian and look for-
ward to the continued strengthening of the re-
lationship between the United States of Amer-
ica and the Republic of China on Taiwan.

f

THE REPUBLIC OF CHINA ON
TAIWAN

HON. KEN CALVERT
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of
my constituents, I wish to extend to President
Chen Shui-bian of the Republic of China on
Taiwan my congratulations on the occasion of
his first anniversary in office on May 20, 2001.

In his inaugural address, the president men-
tioned two key points: his hope that Taiwan
and the Chinese mainland could resume their
dialogue on reunification and that Taiwan
would continue to strengthen its good relation-
ship with the United States.

Twelve months later, while President Chen
continues to hope for a breakthrough in Tai-
wan’s evolving relationship with the Chinese
mainland, Taiwan’s relationship with the
United States is certainly becoming ever
stronger. Bilateral trade between Taiwan and
the United States topped $64.8 billion last
year, and Taiwan was the United States’
eighth largest trading partner. Last year, near-
ly 30,000 students from Taiwan were enrolled
in United States colleges and universities. And
the United States, outside of Asia, is the num-
ber one destination for Taiwan travelers.
Clearly, Taiwan’s people like the United
States, as Taiwan and the United States share
many values in common such as attachment
to freedom, democracy, and human rights.

To President Chen Shui-bian of the Repub-
lic of China, I say ‘‘Good luck and good for-
tune. You have done a good job for your
country.’’ Last but not least, America wel-
comes President Chen to make a brief stop-
over in New York City as he travels to Central
America.

f

TAIWANESE—AMERICAN HERITAGE
WEEK

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, This week Tai-
wanese Americans all over the nation cele-
brate ‘‘Taiwanese-American Heritage Week.’’
The week of May 13-May 20 honors the di-
verse contributions of over 500,000 Tai-
wanese-Americans in the United States.
These Americans have contributed signifi-
cantly to our social fabric, making notable con-
tributions as doctors, scientists, small business
professionals, entertainers, human rights activ-
ists, public servants and captains of business
and industry.

It is important to recognize the achieve-
ments of Taiwanese-Americans in the United
States. This week also gives us the oppor-
tunity to celebrate the success of democracy
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in Taiwan. Since the lifting of martial law in
1987, Taiwan has made consistent strides to-
ward becoming an open, democratic society
where freedoms are respected and the will of
the people is observed. To the credit of the
many Taiwanese-Americans who fought to
bring democratic principles back to the island,
Taiwan is now a vibrant democratic member
of the international community.

The March 18, 2000, election of opposition
leader Chen Shui-bian as president, and An-
nette Lu as vice-president, represents the
crowning achievement of the struggle of the
people of Taiwan for full-fledged democracy
and freedom. As we all know, in a democracy,
it is the elections won by opposition parties
that dictate the peaceful nature of the change
of power.

While the future of a democratic Taiwan is
promising, many challenges remain. Gaining
worldwide recognition of the legitimacy of Tai-
wan’s govennnent is paramount. With all that
Taiwanese and Taiwanese-Americans have
accomplished, there is still much more work to
be done before Taiwan’s status and global
contributions are properly appreciated. We re-
main confident that Taiwan will meet their
challenges and continue to play a productive
role in the international community.

Taiwan and the United States share a com-
mon commitment to the ideals of democracy,
freedom and human rights. The 1979 Taiwan
Relations Act, which forms the official basis for
friendship and cooperation between the United
States and Taiwan provides a strong founda-
tion for the bond between the people of both
countries. That bond is made stronger each
day by the Taiwanese-American community.

I ask my colleagues to Join me in paying
tribute to the Taiwanese-American community
for their strength, commitment and contribu-
tions during Taiwanese-American Heritage
Week.

f

BUSH ENERGY PLAN

HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Bush’s energy plan fails on several
counts, but I am particularly concerned about
the fact that it completely ignores the imme-
diate need for a short-term response to the
energy crisis that is negatively impacting Cali-
fornia.

Businesses are closing, Mr. Speaker, and
people are losing their livelihoods and their
ability to provide for their families.

For example, L.A. Dye & Print Works Incor-
porated, one of southern California’s largest
textile firms employing 700 people, closed its
doors at the end of April.

Their natural gas costs had soared from
about $120,000 per month to over $600,000
per month—that’s 5 times higher than their
costs at the start of 2000.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note that this
crisis is not just a California crisis, but one that
is spilling over to other western states and to
states across this nation.

In spite of this reality, pleas to the Bush Ad-
ministration and to the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission to implement temporary
cost-based pricing, which would stabilize en-

ergy prices while still allowing generators and
marketers to make a healthy profit, have fallen
on deaf ears.

At a time when forecasts predict that prices
may hit $3 per gallon in California and New
York this summer, the Administration’s only
solution is to drill for oil in the pristine Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. This approach ig-
nores the fact that drilling in Alaska won’t
produce a barrel of oil for a decade, when
Americans need relief now.

Mr. Speaker, the Administration’s plan is
also short sighted in that it fails to adequately
support other important energy initiatives that
would provide our nation with a well-balanced
and comprehensive energy plan. This is dem-
onstrated by the Administration’s 27% cut in
energy efficiency programs and 26% cut in re-
newable energy programs.

Americans want the President to stop the
power generators from raiding their pockets
and to stop catering to his friends in the oil in-
dustry. Americans need the President to put
together a national energy policy plan that ad-
dresses both the short- and long-term needs
for everyone in this country.

Americans need a plan like the Democratic
energy plan, which provides assistance for
business and consumers without compro-
mising our nation’s fundamental values.

f

TRANSCRIPT OF THE 48TH AN-
NUAL NATIONAL PRAYER
BREAKFAST

HON. MICHAEL F. DOYLE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the
House and Senate Prayer Groups, it was an
honor to chair the 48h Annual National Prayer
Breakfast held on February 3rd, 2000.

Each year, leaders and guests from across
the nation and around the world meet in our
capital city to share breakfast and to celebrate
a mutual faith in God. We join in respect and
love in a remarkable time of fellowship to
honor the spiritual principles that are the herit-
age of our country and the God who has
blessed us with them. We meet not as mem-
bers of different countries and creeds but as
children of God to pray for guidance and
peace.

Participating in the National Prayer Break-
fast has been an honor and a blessing for me.
The thoughts and prayers shared at this year’s
breakfast were of great value to those who at-
tended, and I believe they will be so to many
more. I am therefore including the program
and transcript to be printed in the RECORD.

The program and transcript follow:

2000 NATIONAL PRAYER BREAKFAST

REP. ZACH WAMP: I am here to greet you
in the spirit of Jesus this morning, on behalf
of the Prayer Breakfast Group, and to intro-
duce to you Maceo Sloan, the chairman,
president, and chief executive officer of the
Sloan Financial Group who will offer our
pre-breakfast prayer. Please welcome Maceo
Sloan.

MR. SLOAN: Good morning. George Wash-
ington Carver said, ‘‘How far you go in life
depends on your being tender with the
young, compassionate with the aged, sympa-
thetic with the striving and tolerant of the
weak and the strong, because some day in

life you will have been all of these.’’ We must
remember that our nation will not be judged
by how prosperous we were or how innova-
tive we were in business, but with how we as-
sisted those most in need of a fair chance
and opportunity. We must further realize
that America’s success is predicated on these
values, and that we violate those principles
if we do not reach back and embrace those
Americans who have not had an opportunity
nor have they benefited from our rising tide,
for while a rising tide may rise all boats, it
does not help if you do not have a boat. As
the Reverend Jesse Jackson has said, ‘‘We
have removed the ceiling above our dreams.
There are no more impossible dreams.’’

My prayer for America today can be found
in part in John, chapter 3, verse 18. Let us
pray: Dear children, let us not love with
words or tongue, but with actions and in
truth. We ask you dear Lord to open our
hearts to those who need our guidance, love,
compassion and understanding. Lord, we are
assembled here today to ask you to strength-
en our commitment to love one another. We
ask you to heal our nation and direct our
path to righteousness. These things we ask
in your name. Amen.

REP. WAMP: Thank you, Maceo. Your
Congressional hosts have provided for our
international guests translation into the fol-
lowing six languages: Chinese, German, Rus-
sian, French, Korean, and Spanish. Anyone
who desires translation and has not picked
up a radio receiver, please raise your hand at
this time and an usher will provide you with
one. For those who may need to hear the
English amplified, it is also available on the
radio receivers on Channel 1.

Ladies and gentlemen, if I may have your
attention, for all of our enjoyment this
morning, it is my privilege to introduce the
Bethune-Cookman Concert Chorale. Wel-
come them.

(Choral Performance.)
SEN. CONNIE MACK: Good morning. My

name is Connie Mack, and as the leader of
the Senate Prayer Breakfast Group, it is my
pleasure to welcome you to this special occa-
sion on behalf of both the United States Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives. Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House want to ex-
press a warm welcome to President and Mrs.
Clinton. We are deeply honored by your pres-
ence. You have been with us every year of
your presidency, and again, we are deeply
grateful for your presence here with us this
morning. (Applause.)

A year ago, I had the pleasure of hearing a
choral group from Bethune-Cookman Col-
lege, located in Daytona, Florida, sing at the
inauguration of Governor Jeb Bush. I was so
moved by their performance, I invited them
to sing here at the breakfast this morning.
(Applause.) They are going to perform again
for us, The Battle Hymn of the Republic.

(Choral Performance.)
SEN. MACK: Again, I want to thank the

Bethune-Cookman Concert Chorale. You
have truly touched our souls and moved our
hearts this morning. Thank you for getting
us off to a great start.

At this point I would like to call General
Joseph Ralston, United States Air Force and
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
to offer the opening prayer.

GEN. RALSTON: Let us pray: Dear God, on
this day of prayer, we join together in
thanksgiving for the many blessings you
share with us. We thank you for a land of
abundant treasures, a people of limitless tal-
ents, and a nation of priceless freedoms, in-
cluding freedom of religion. We ask that you
grant us the wisdom, courage and strength
to be faithful stewards of this trust so that
future generations may benefit as we have
from your bountiful gifts.

We are blessed today because we are joined
by so many people, from so many nations, so
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many cultures, and so many religions who
share in the unifying power of prayer. We
ask that you enlighten all of us that we may
find the path to peace and freedom, and that
we all may come to embrace our similarities
and resolve our differences.

We especially ask that you extend your
guidance to those who have been chosen to
lead your people throughout the world.
Please give them the discernment of mind,
heart and spirit to be benevolent and just in
all they do.

Dear God, though we are of many faiths,
we have one prayer in common, that you
would use each of us as instruments of your
peace, that we may ease the burdens of those
less fortunate.

We ask this in your name. Amen.
SEN. MACK: I would ask you, if you have

not already had breakfast to go ahead and
eat your breakfast. Normally we have a 20 to
25 minute period for breakfast, but we have
an extended program this morning and we
want to get you out on time, so this is going
to be an abbreviated period of about five
minutes. I will be back with you in a mo-
ment.

(Breakfast)
SEN. MACK: The first prayer breakfast

took place in 1953 during the administration
of President Dwight David Eisenhower, and
every president since President Eisenhower
has been very supportive and involved in this
annual event. This is a moment in time when
members of Congress, the President and
other national leaders and leaders and heads
of countries from around the world come to-
gether in one gathering to reaffirm our trust
in God and recognize the reconciling power
of prayer. Although we face tremendous
challenges each day in our lives, our hearts
can be strengthened both individually and
collectively as we seek God’s wisdom and
guidance together.

As I have traveled around the world, I have
been blessed with the opportunity to meet
with the leaders of government, business,
education and clergy in the spirit of the
teachings of Jesus of Nazareth. We gather in
small groups representing all religions, po-
litical, cultural and economic backgrounds.
We gather in the spirit of brotherhood, in the
spirit of love, and in the love of God. We are
gathered here this morning in that spirit, in
the presence of our God. We are reminded to
live each day sharing with each other, our
families, our friends, and yes, even our ad-
versaries, the peace and joy which comes
from following the teachings of Jesus, teach-
ings which speak to us of the importance of
love, of hope, of peace, of joy. But the most
important of these is love. In these moments
we affirm who we are and why God has called
us to be servant leaders in such a time as
this. Once again, we join with our founders
in committing our lives to God, as sovereign
of our lives, and our country, and our world.

At this time, I would like to introduce the
folks seated at the head table. Starting on
your left and my far right—and I know that
probably bothers him a little bit to be re-
ferred to as ‘‘to my far right’’—my cousin,
Federal Appellate Judge Richard Arnold.
General Joseph Ralston, who you heard from
a moment ago. Mrs. Ralston. Hadassah
Lieberman, wife of Senator Joe Lieberman.
Senator Joe Lieberman. My partner in life,
Priscilla Mack. The First Lady, Hillary
Rodham Clinton. The President of the
United States, the Honorable William Jeffer-
son Clinton. Speaker of the House, the Hon-
orable Dennis Hastert. The Representative of
the Vatican to the United States, the Apos-
tolic Nuncio, the Very Reverend Gabriel
Montalvo. Congressman from Pennsylvania,
the Honorable Mike Doyle. Ms. Amy Grant.
Mrs. Joseph Gildenhorn, wife of Ambassador
Gildenhorn. The former Ambassador to Swit-

zerland, the Honorable Joseph Gildenhorn.
Reverend Franklin Graham. And a young
lady I was worried about for a few minutes,
but she is here with us now, Erin Hughes.
Mr. Maceo Sloan, who you heard from earlier
this morning.

It is my privilege at this time to introduce
to you the Honorable Mike Doyle, Congress-
man from Pennsylvania, who is the leader of
the House Prayer Breakfast Group. Mike will
speak on behalf of the House and the Senate
Prayer Breakfast Groups.

REP. DOYLE: Thank you very much, Sen-
ator. I feel a little vertically challenged this
morning. I’m going to stand up a little bit to
see you. How’s that, huh? (Laughter and ap-
plause.) It’s not easy being short.

It is a real honor to be here this morning.
Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, Mr. Speaker,
His Excellency, distinguished guests one and
all, fellow sinners—have I left anyone out?
(Laughter.) I want you to know it is my dis-
tinct pleasure to bring you greetings from
the United States House of Representatives.
I want to especially welcome our inter-
national guests, people who have traveled
thousands of miles to be here with us today.
Welcome. We are glad you are here.

My job this morning is to tell you a little
bit about our Prayer Breakfast here in the
nation’s capital. Every Thursday morning we
gather in the Capitol, approximately 50 or 60
members of the House, Republicans and
Democrats, all religious faiths, every back-
ground, from every part of the country, and
it is members only, with a few rare excep-
tions. The amazing thing is that what is said
in that room stays in that room. That is
probably unique in all of Washington, D.C.

We have breakfast together, we hear a
Scripture reading, and we try to sing. We
sing a hymn each morning, and some days
are better than others. Then we get a mem-
ber to come up and share a little bit about
their life—their political journey, how they
got here to Washington, D.C., their family,
and most importantly, their spiritual jour-
ney. I can tell you that we learn more about
a member of Congress from those 30 minutes
when that member shares, than from any
other activity that takes place on the House
floor.

It truly is an amazing event to watch peo-
ple who you see for the first time. You think,
‘‘I don’t really have much in common with
that person, or I might not particularly like
that person.’’ Then they share their heart
and tell their story and you get to see what
is really inside a person. You realize that al-
though there are so many things that sepa-
rate us and there are so many differences,
there is so much more that bring us to-
gether. It is in the spirit of Jesus Christ that
we meet, that people open up their hearts
and you get to see what is inside. It changes
how you feel about people, and it changes
your own life.

There is a verse in the Bible that says,
‘‘Fix your eyes not on what is seen, but on
that which is unseen, for what is seen is tem-
porary, but that which is unseen is eternal.’’
I just want to take one moment to tell you
how that verse changed my life and to chal-
lenge everybody in this room to take that
verse and change someone else’s life with it
too.

When I got to Congress in 1994, it took me
about a week to realize that one of the first
things you do is try to get your committee
assignments. I learned right away I was not
going to be sitting on the Appropriations
Committee or the Ways and Means Com-
mittee as a freshman, and decided I wanted
to be on the Veterans Affairs Committee be-
cause we have a lot of veterans back in
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. I got on this com-
mittee, and the chairman at that time was a
gentleman by the name of Sonny Mont-

gomery. There was a subcommittee I wanted
to serve on, the Hospital Subcommittee, but
that subcommittee was pretty full. There
was only one slot open and I did not have the
seniority to get on the committee. I saw
Sonny in the gym and I told him how much
I wanted to serve on that committee, that
my father was a 100 percent service-con-
nected disabled veteran, that what the VA
hospitals did for my family meant a lot to
me and I would like to be able to serve on
that committee. Sonny told me there were
no slots on that committee.

The morning we got to the committee
meeting to draw the committee assignments,
I was told that I had a slot on that sub-
committee because Sonny Montgomery had
stepped off that committee as the chairman
so that I could be on the committee. He trad-
ed something that was seen for something
that was not seen. I did not know what that
second half was, but that week I saw Sonny
in the gym, and he asked me if I would come
to the prayer breakfast that met on Thurs-
day mornings in the House. I had never heard
of it before and probably would have never
attended. But because Sonny did that for me,
and he did not even know me, I thought it
was just a wonderful gesture on his part, I
said, ‘‘Sure, I’ll come to the prayer break-
fast.’’

And that is how I was first acquainted with
the prayer breakfast. Here I am, six years
later, having the privilege to serve as Presi-
dent of the House Prayer Breakfast. That
single act changed my life down here in
Washington, D.C., because somebody took
something that was seen and traded it for
something much more powerful, that which
is unseen.

I know Sonny is here. I see him sitting
right there at the first table. Sonny Mont-
gomery, thank you for helping to change my
life.

Ladies and gentlemen, that is my message
today. Think about that when you go home.
What is seen is just so temporary, but the
unseen things in life, love, are the really
powerful things in your life. Touch someone
else’s heart when you go home today. Trade
something seen for something unseen, and
you will change people’s lives.

God bless you all.
SEN. MACK: Mike, thank you for that

story and for helping us interpret the mean-
ing of the Scripture that you read. Thank
you again very much for that personal story.

We will now hear a reading from the Old
Testament by the Honorable Joseph
Gildenhorn, former Ambassador to Switzer-
land, a man who has been involved with this
gathering for many years.

AMB. GILDENHORN: Thank you, Senator.
As we start the new millennium, our hope,
desire and prayer is to promote peace
throughout the world. Our country’s divine
mission is to help find solutions to problems
facing nations both in distress and in tur-
moil. To me, this is America’s noblest call-
ing, to be a strong and trusted peacemaker
and peacekeeper wherever conflicts occur.
We pray that we are successful in meeting
this awesome responsibility, not only for
ourselves but for our fellow man. I believe
that the unqualified acceptance by our coun-
try to play a major leadership role in seek-
ing universal peace poignantly demonstrates
the greatness of America as we look to the
future.

I have chosen a passage from the book of
Micah, chapter 4, verses 1–5, which I believe
is relevant to this message. It reads: ‘‘But in
the last days it shall come to pass that the
mountain of the house of the Lord shall be
established in the top of the mountain, and
shall be exalted above the hills, and people
shall go unto it. And many nations shall
come and say, Come, let us go up to the 
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of the Lord, to the house of the God of Jacob;
that he may teach us his ways and we may
walk in his paths, For out of Zion shall go
forth the law, and the word of the Lord from
Jerusalem. He shall judge between many
peoples and shall decide for strong nations
afar off, and they shall beat swords into
plowshares and their spears into pruning
hooks. Nation shall not lift up sword against
nation. Neither shall they learn war any-
more. But they shall sit, every man under
his vine and under his fig tree, and none
shall make them afraid, for the mouth of the
Lord of Hosts hath spoken it. For all people
will walk, everyone in the name of his god,
and we will walk in the name of the Lord our
God forever and ever.’’

SEN. MACK: Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.
The music of Amy Grant has touched the

lives of people throughout the world. She has
toured extensively, spreading a message of
hope and love, and her faith has been the
driving force of what she has done in the
past 20 years. I am pleased to have Amy with
us this morning, singing the beautiful ‘‘El-
Shaddai.’’

(Amy Grant performs.)
SEN. MACK: Amy, once again you have re-

minded us that music truly is the voice of
the soul. Thank you very much for that
beautiful song.

It is now a special pleasure and a delight,
frankly, to introduce a gentleman from Ar-
kansas, of whom I am very proud. He is my
cousin, Richard Arnold, and he is a federal
judge with the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals.
Richard will read a Scripture reading from
the New Testament.

JUDGE ARNOLD: Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. This is a reading from the Holy Gospel
according to Matthew: The Kingdom of
Heaven is like treasure hidden in a field,
which someone has found. He hides it again,
goes off in his joy, sells everything he owns
and buys the field. Again, the Kingdom of
Heaven is like a merchant looking for fine
pearls. When he finds one of great value, he
goes and sells everything he owns and buys
it. Again, the Kingdom of Heaven is like a
drag net that is cast into the sea and brings
in a haul of all kinds of fish. When it is full,
the fishermen haul it ashore. Then sitting
down, they collect the good ones in baskets
and throw away those that are of no use.
‘‘Have you understood all this?’’ He said.
They said, ‘‘Yes.’’ And He said to them,
‘‘Well, then, every scribe who becomes a dis-
ciple of the Kingdom of Heaven is like a
householder who brings out from his store
room new things as well as old.’’

SEN. MACK: Thank you, Richard.
Last year we had a conversation with the

Vatican about the possibility of the Pope
coming to this prayer breakfast. However,
we were unable to make the arrangements.
We do have, however, a very special message
personally written by Pope John Paul II,
which has been sent to us through the Arch-
bishop Gabriel Montalvo, the Apostolic Nun-
cio in the United States. It is my pleasure
now to introduce the Most Reverend Gabriel
Montalvo, who will bring to us the special
message from the Pope.

ARCHBISHOP MONTALVO: To the distin-
guished participants in the 48th National
Prayer Breakfast. ‘‘Christ yesterday and
today, the beginning and the end, Alpha and
Omega; all time belongs to him and all the
ages. To Him be glory and power through
every age, forever. Amen’’

With this ancient invocation to the Lord of
History, I greet all of you and thank you for
the gracious invitation extended to me
through Senator Connie Mack, to address
the 48th National Prayer Breakfast spon-
sored by the Congress of the United States.
Although it is not possible for me to be
present in person, I am grateful for this op-

portunity to share some thoughts with you
through my representative in the United
States, Archbishop Gabriel Montalvo.

We are now at the dawn of the new millen-
nium, when followers of Christ throughout
the world are celebrating the Great Jubilee
of the year 2000, the 2000th anniversary of
Christ’s taking flesh and dwelling among us,
the central event of history and the key to
the meaning of human existence.

The beginning of the millennium evokes
reflection on the passage of time, especially
when we are convinced that humanity is at
the crossroads and must make important de-
cisions regarding the epoch that is opening
up before us. This is a time to reaffirm our
belief that the God who created the universe
and fashioned human beings in his own
image and likeness continues to guide and
sustain human history. The Great Jubilee of
the Year 2000 obliges us followers of Christ to
renew our faith in Christ, the key, the center
and the goal of all history, the new Adam
who reveals man to himself, unlocks the
mystery of his origin and goal, and sheds
light on the path that leads to humanity’s
true destiny.

This great vision of faith has an authentic
public dimension: for the deeper under-
standing of the truth about human nature
and human fulfillment, given to us by faith,
naturally inspires efforts to build a better
and more humane world. The century that
just ended has shown clearly that immense
suffering results when economic and polit-
ical systems do not respect the full truth
about man, his spiritual nature and his quest
for the transcendental in his search for truth
and freedom.

This great project—the building of our
world more worthy of the human person and
our society, which can foster a renaissance
of the human spirit—calls also for that sense
of moral responsibility which flows from
commitment to truth: ‘‘walking the path of
truth,’’ as the Apostle John puts it. And such
a moral responsibility, by its very nature,
cannot be reduced to a purely private mat-
ter. The light of Christ should illumine every
thought, word and action. There is no area of
personal or social life, which is not meant to
penetrate, enliven and make fruitful. The
spread of a purely utilitarian approach to
the great moral issues of public life points to
the urgent need for a rigorous and reason-
able public discourse about the moral norms
that are the foundation of any just society.
A living relationship with the truth, Scrip-
ture teaches, is the very source and condi-
tion of authentic and lasting freedom.

Your nation was built as an experiment in
ordered freedom, an experiment in which the
exercise of individual freedom would con-
tribute to the common good. The American
separation of Church and State as institu-
tions was accomplished from the beginning
of your republic by the conviction that
strong religious faith, and the public expres-
sion of religiously informed judgments, con-
tribute significantly to the moral health of
the body politic. Within the fabric of your
national life, a particular moral authority
has been entrusted to you who are invested
with political responsibility as representa-
tives of the American people. In the great
Western democratic tradition, men and
women in political life are servants of the
polis in its fullest sense—as a moral and civil
commonwealth. They are not mere brokers
of power in a political process, taking place
in a vacuum, cut off from private and public
morality. Leadership in a true democracy in-
volves much more than simply the mastering
the techniques of political management:
your vocation as representatives calls for vi-
sion, wisdom, a spirit of contemplation, and
a passion for justice and truth.

Looking back on my own lifetime, I am
convinced that the epoch-making changes

taking place and the challenges appearing at
the dawn of this new millennium call for just
such a prophetic function on the part of reli-
gious believers in public life. And, may I say,
this is particularly true of you who represent
the American people, with their rich herit-
age of commitment to freedom and equality
under the law, their spirit of independence
and commitment to the common good, their
self-reliance and generosity and sharing
their God-given gifts. In the century just
ended, this heritage became synonymous
with freedom itself for people throughout the
world, as they sought to cast off the shackles
of totalitarianism and to live in freedom. As
one who is personally grateful for what
America did for the world in the darkest
days of the 20th century, allow me to ask:
will America continue to inspire people to
build a truly better world, a world in which
freedom is ordered to truth and goodness; or
will America offer the example of pseudo
freedom which, detached from the moral
norms that give life direction and fruitful-
ness, turns in practice into a narrow and ul-
timately inhuman self-enslavement, one
which murders people’s spirits and dissolves
the foundations of social life? These ques-
tions pose themselves in a particularly sharp
way when we confront the urgent issue of
protecting every human being’s inalienable
right to life from conception until natural
death. This is the great civil rights issue of
our time, and the world looks to the United
States for leadership in cherishing every
human life and in providing legal protection
for all the members of the human commu-
nity, but especially those who are weakest
and most vulnerable.

For believers who bear political responsi-
bility, our times offer a daunting yet exhila-
rating challenge. I even go so far as to say
that their task is to save democracy from
self-destruction. Democracy is our best op-
portunity to promote the values that will
make the world a better place for everyone,
but a society that extols individual choice as
the ultimate source of truth undermines the
very foundations of democracy. If there is no
objective moral order that everyone must re-
spect, and if each individual is expected to
supply his or her own truth and ethic of life,
there remains only the path of contractual
mechanisms as the way of organizing our liv-
ing together in society. In such a society,
the strong will prevail and the weak will be
swept aside. As we have written, ‘‘if there is
no ultimate truth to guide and direct polit-
ical action, then ideas and convictions can
easily be manipulated for reasons of power.
As history demonstrates, a democracy with-
out values easily turns into open or thinly
disguised totalitarianism.’’

Faith compels followers of Christ in the
public arena in your country to promote a
new political culture of service, based on the
vision of life and civilization that has sus-
tained the American people in their positive
character and outlook that has nourished
their optimism, their hope, their willingness
to be generous in the service of others, and
will protect them from the cynicism which
dissipates the very energies needed for build-
ing the future. Today, this optimism is being
tested, but the Gospel of Jesus Christ re-
mains the sturdy foundation of hope for the
future.

I am convinced that, precisely at these
crossroads in history, Christ’s message of
truth and justice, and of our universal broth-
erhood as God’s beloved children, has the
power to emerge once again as the ‘‘good
news’’ for our times, a compelling invitation
to real hope. It will do so if the power of God
leading to salvation is seen in the trans-
formed lives of those who profess the Gospel
as the pole star of their lives and the deepest
source of their commitment to others. To
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build a future of hope is, to use a favorite ex-
pression of the late Paul VI, to build a ‘‘civ-
ilization of love.’’ Love, as Scripture teaches,
casts out fear, fear of the future, fear of the
other, fear that there is not enough room at
the banquet of life for the least of our broth-
ers and sisters. Love does not tear down, but
is rather the virtue that builds up. And this
is my prayer for you: that as men and women
involved in public life, you will truly be
builders of a civilization of love, of a society
which precisely because it embodies the
highest values of truth, justice and freedom
for all, is also a sign of the presence of God’s
kingdom and its peace.

May God grant you peace in your personal
lives, in your families, and in the country
you are privileged to serve. From the Vati-
can, January 29, 2000, John Paul II.

SEN. MACK: Your Excellency, the mem-
bers of the House and the Senate and our
guests this morning feel honored and privi-
leged to have received the message from the
Pope, and we thank you for delivering it this
morning.

At this time, it is my pleasure to introduce
to you the Speaker of the House, Mr. Denny
Hastert.

REP. HASTERT: Thank you, Senator.
Would you please bow your heads and join
with me in prayer.

Heavenly Father, in the book of Romans,
the Apostle Paul writes that we should offer
our bodies as living sacrifices to you. And
Paul continues and he says we have different
gifts according to the grace given to us. If a
man’s gift is prophesying, let him use it in
proportion to his faith. If it is serving, let
him serve. If it is teaching, let him teach. If
it is encouraging, let him encourage. If it is
contributing to the needs of others, let him
give generously. If it is leadership, let him
govern diligently. If it is showing mercy, let
him do it cheerfully.

Those of us gathered here in your name,
Lord, have many different gifts, but we all
carry the responsibility of leadership. But
our first responsibility, Lord, is to serve you.
And let us remember that only through faith
in you can we transcend the fears and the
doubts that confront us day by day. Through
your providence, you have helped place in us
these positions where we can do much good.
And so we pray to you, Lord, to help us gov-
ern diligently, to bless us with the wisdom
we need to make the decisions that will best
help our nation.

Lord, also help us to remember your good-
ness and your mercy so that we may show
that goodness and mercy to others. And help
us to always remember why we have been
called into your service and into the service
of this nation. Lord, as we walk these paths
of responsibility and governance, let us re-
member that when we are on the high roads,
when people are looking up to us, that we
continue to look to thee so that we don’t trip
and fall. Lord, and when we walk the low
roads, when it is dark, help us again turn to
thee for your faith and your guidance and
your love.

We ask this, Lord, in your precious name.
Amen.

SEN. MACK: Thank you very much, Mr.
Speaker. Our principal speaker today is a
very dear friend, the Senator from Con-
necticut, Senator Joseph Lieberman. I have
been privileged in my years in the Senate to
have known Joe. He is a participant in our
weekly Senate prayer breakfast. Joe and I
have worked together in the Senate on a
number of issues, and we have traveled to-
gether and had great times together. He is
truly one of the finest men I have known.
And he has sometimes been referred to as the
conscience of the Senate. It is a special joy
to be able to present to you my friend and
colleague, Senator Joe Lieberman.

SEN. LIEBERMAN: Here is evidence of the
power of prayer to raise a man up. (Laugh-
ter.) Thank you, Connie Mack, my dear
friend. You are one of the most thoughtful,
decent, loving people that I have ever met or
known. You not only give politics a good
name, you give humanity a good name.
Thank you very much. (Applause.)

Perhaps you can hear—I have been strug-
gling with a cold and a sore throat for the
last few days. This brings to mind an inci-
dent that happened many years ago when I
went to a synagogue in my home city of New
Haven. The Rabbi got up at the time for the
sermon and he said, ‘‘Dear congregants,
those of you who have been here for the daily
services and those who are here today, can
hear that I have a terrible sore throat, and
frankly I had decided that I would not give
a sermon this morning. But then I thought
to myself, why should you derive pleasure
from my misery?’’ (Laughter.) So, with that
in mind, I proceed.

Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, Speaker
Hastert, distinguished clergy, particularly
here at the head table, Archbishop Montalvo
and Reverend Graham, other head table
guests, honored guests in the hall, ladies and
gentlemen, to each and every one of you, I
extend the greeting that the people of Jeru-
salem in temple times extended to those who
came to thank God for his blessings. (In He-
brew.) ‘‘Blessed be those who come in the
name of the Lord.’’

Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, I want to par-
ticularly pray for you this morning as we
begin a session of Congress and you begin the
final year of this extraordinary administra-
tion. God has given you gifts that you have
used so magnificently in the service of the
people of this country, indeed, of the people
of the world, literally raising up millions of
our fellow citizens and making peace in
places where most people thought that was
impossible. God has given you many gifts,
and this morning I thank God particularly
for the gift that God has given you, Mr.
President, to speak the language of faith as
you have at moments of crisis in our history
over the last seven years in a way that is
powerfully unifying and inclusive. May God
bless both of you, not only this year, but as
you continue your lives of service in the
years ahead. God bless you. (Applause.)

This morning, uniquely in this place, this
very temporal city we come together to
reach up to the timeless, which brings to
mind the story of the man who is blessed to
be able to speak with God. And in awe of the
Lord’s freedom from human constraints of
time and space asks respectfully, ‘‘Lord, help
me understand—what is a second of time like
to you?’’ And God answers, ‘‘A second, my
son, to me is like a thousand years.’’ The
man then asks, ‘‘Then Lord, help me to un-
derstand in my own mundane way—what is a
penny like to you?’’ ‘‘To me,’’ the Lord de-
clares, ‘‘A penny is like a million dollars.’’
The man pauses, thinks for a moment, and
then asks, ‘‘Lord, would you give me a
penny?’’ And God answers, ‘‘I will, in a sec-
ond.’’ (Laughter and applause.)

I am honored deeply by being asked to
speak to you this morning. But as that story
suggests, I proceed with a profound sense of
my own human limitations.

I want to begin by talking with you about
the weekly Senate prayer breakfast. Those
still small gatherings that have, along with
their counterpart in the House, spawned this
magnificent National Prayer Breakfast, as
well as similar meetings in every American
state and so many countries throughout the
world.

When I was first invited to the Senate
Prayer Breakfast years ago, I found a lot of
excuses not to go. Some were good, like my
reluctance to leave my family early on an-

other weekday morning. But some excuses
turned out to be not so good, like my appre-
hension that the Senate Prayer Breakfast
was really a Christian breakfast, and that
because I am Jewish, either I might feel
awkward or my presence might inhibit my
Christian friends in the Senate in their ex-
pressions of faith. Well, I turned out to be
wrong on both counts. The regular partici-
pants in the breakfast and our wonderful
shepherd, Chaplain Lloyd Ogilvie, persisted
and finally convinced me to attend by em-
ploying a tactic that usually works with us
politicians. They asked me to be the speaker.
(Laughter.)

That was a very important morning in my
now 11 years in Washington. We began with
prayer and readings from the Bible, and then
called on the Chaplain who told us about
some people in the Senate family we might
want to pray for because they were ill or had
lost loved ones. And then it was my turn. I
spoke about the Passover holiday and an-
swered some very thoughtful questions. At
the end, we joined hands and prayed to-
gether. All in all, it lasted less than an hour,
but I will tell you, I was moved that morn-
ing. More than that, I felt at home. I found
a home. Today, years later, I can tell you
that the Senate Prayer Breakfasts have be-
come the time in my hectic life in the Sen-
ate when I feel most at home, most natural,
most free, most tied to a community, be-
cause when we are at those breakfasts, we
are there not as senators, not as Republicans
or Democrats or liberals, or conservatives—
not even particularly as Christians or Jews.
We are there as men and women of faith,
linked by a bond that transcends all the
other descriptors and dividers, our shared
love of God, and acceptance of his sov-
ereignty over us, in our common commit-
ment to struggle to live according to the
universal moral laws of the Lord.

I pray that all of you who have come from
so many places, some from so far to be here
this morning, feel that same unifying,
humanizing, elevating love. And I also pray
as we begin this new session of Congress that
your presence will inspire those of us who
are privileged to serve in government to ap-
preciate the truth that is so palpable at
these breakfasts. What unites us is so much
greater than what divides us. The work that
needs to be done for the people we in govern-
ment serve will best be done if we work to-
gether and we will work together best if we
understand that we are blessed, not only to
be citizens of the same beloved country, but
children of the same awesome God.

Praying for the Lord’s guidance, as Connie
has said as we begin a new session of Con-
gress, has been the traditional purpose of
this National Prayer Breakfast. But there is
another stated aspiration, and I quote, ‘‘To
reaffirm our faith and renew the dedication
of our nation and ourselves to God and his
purposes.’’

I want to speak with you about that second
goal this morning because I believe it is
critically important at this moment in our
national history, when our economic life and
so much else is thriving, but there is evi-
dence that our moral life is stagnating. Al-
though so much is so good in our country
today, there are other ways in which we need
to do better. There is, for example, compel-
ling evidence that our culture has coarsened,
that our standards of decency and civility
have eroded, and that the traditional sources
of values in our society—faith, family and
community—are in a life and death struggle
with the darker forces of immorality, inhu-
manity and greed.

From the beginning of our existence, we
Americans have known where to turn in such
times of moral challenge. John Adams wrote,
‘‘Our Constitution was made only for a
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moral and religious people.’’ George Wash-
ington warned us never to indulge the suppo-
sition that morality can be maintained with-
out religion. That is why we pledge our alle-
giance, after all, to one nation, under God,
and why faith has played such a central role
in our nation’s history.

Great spiritual awakenings have brought
strength and purpose to the American expe-
rience. In the 18th century, for instance, the
First Great Awakening put America on the
road to independence and freedom and equal-
ity. In the 19th century, the Second Awak-
ening gave birth to the abolitionist move-
ment, which removed the stain of slavery
from American life and made the promise of
equality more real. And early in the 20th
century, a third religious awakening led to
great acts of justice and charity toward the
poor and the exploited, which expressed
themselves in a progressive burst of social
and humane legislation.

In recent years, I believe, there have been
clear signs of a new American spiritual
awakening. This one began in the hearts of
millions of Americans like you who felt
threatened by the vulgarity and violence in
our society and turned to religion as the best
way to rebuild a wall of principle and pur-
pose around themselves and their families.
Christians flocked to their churches, Jews to
their synagogues, Muslims to their mosques,
and Buddhists and Hindus to their temples.
Others chose alternate spiritual movements
as their way to values, order and peace of
mind. I have thought at times that it has
been as if millions of modern men and
women were hearing the ancient voice of the
prophet Hosea saying, ‘‘Thou hast stumbled
in thine inequity, therefore, turn to thy God,
keep mercy and justice.’’

This morning I want to ask all of you here
to think with me how we can strengthen and
expand the current spiritual awakening so
that it not only inspires us individually and
within our separate faith communities, but
also renews and elevates the moral and cul-
tural life of our country. Let me suggest
that we can begin by talking more to each
other about our beliefs and our values, talk-
ing in the spirit of these prayer breakfasts—
open, generous, and mutually respectful—so
that we may strengthen each other in our
common quest.

The Catholic theologian Michael Novak
has written wisely, ‘‘Americans are starved
for good conversations about important mat-
ters of the human spirit. In Victorian Eng-
land, religious devotion was not a forbidden
topic of conversation, sex was. In America
today, the inhibitions are reversed.’’ So, let
us break through those inhibitions to talk
together, study together, and pray together,
remembering the call in Chronicles to give
thanks to God, to declare his name and to
make his acts known among the peoples, to
sing to him, and speak of all his wonders.
And I would add that we who believe and ob-
serve have an additional opportunity and re-
sponsibility to reach out to those who may
neither believe nor observe and reassure
them that we share with them the core val-
ues of America, and that our faith is not in-
consistent with their freedom, that our mis-
sion is not one of intolerance but of love.

Discussion, and study and prayer, I think,
are only the beginning, because we know, all
of us from our faith communities, that in the
end we will be judged by our behavior. In the
Koran, the prophet says, ‘‘So woe to the
praying ones who are unmindful of their
prayer and refrain from acts of kindness.’’
Isaiah at one point seems to summarize the
entire Torah in two acts: keep justice and do
righteousness. And the Beatitudes inspire
and direct us beautifully to action. Blessed
are they who hunger and thirst after right-
eousness, for they shall be filled. Blessed are

the merciful, for they shall obtain mercy.
Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall
see God. Blessed are the peacemakers, for
they will be called the children of God.

Turning faith into action I think is par-
ticularly appropriate in this millennial year,
whose significance will be determined not by
turning a page on our calendars at work or
home, but by turning a page on the calendars
of our hearts and deeds. To make a dif-
ference, we must take our religious beliefs
and values, our sense of justice and right and
wrong into America’s communal and cul-
tural life. In fact, I want to suggest to you
this morning that there is good news, that
that has begun to happen. In our nation’s
public places, including our schools, people
are finding constitutional ways to honor and
express faith in God. In the entertainment
industry, a surge of persistent public pres-
sure, a revolt of the revolted, has prodded at
least some executives to acknowledge their
civic responsibility to our society and our
children. It is even happening in govern-
ment, my friends, where we have come to-
gether, under the leadership of President
Clinton in recent years, to embrace some of
our best values, by enacting, for instance,
new laws and programs that help the poor by
reforming welfare, that protect the innocent
by combating crime, and that restore respon-
sibility and trust by balancing our budget. In
communities across America, people of faith
are working to repair some of the worst ef-
fects of our damaged moral and cultural life,
like teenage pregnancy, family disintegra-
tion, drug dependency and homelessness.
Charitable giving is up. More of the young
are turning to community service. And be-
cause our economy is booming, or perhaps in
spite of it, people are finding that they need
more than material wealth to achieve happi-
ness. They want spiritual fulfillment, cul-
tural inspiration, more time with their fami-
lies, and more confidence that they in their
lives are making a difference for the better.

So, there is ample reason in this millennial
year to go forward from this 48th National
Prayer Breakfast with our hearts full of
hope, ready, each of us in our own way, to
serve God with gladness, to work to trans-
form these good beginnings into America’s
next spiritual awakening, one that will se-
cure the moral future of our nation and raise
up the quality of life of all of our people.

‘‘Let your light shine before others,’’ Jesus
said, ‘‘so that they may see your good works
and give glory to your father in heaven.’’
And if enough of us do let our lights shine
before others and involve ourselves in good
works, then in time, as Isaiah prophesied,
‘‘Every valley will be exalted, every moun-
tain and hill will be made low, the crooked
will become straight, and the rough places
smooth, for the earth will be full of the glory
of the Lord.’’

Thank you. God bless you. Godspeed.
SEN. MACK: Joe, thank you very much for

that most inspiring and thoughtful and beau-
tiful presentation, the message of which is
unity and love that we share among each
other. Thank you again for that beautiful
message.

Distinguished guests, ladies and gentle-
men, as I mentioned a moment ago, we are
deeply honored to have both the President
and Mrs. Clinton with us this morning. It is
now my pleasure and honor to present to you
the President of the United States.

(Applause.)
PRESIDENT CLINTON: Thank you. Thank

you very much. Thank you and good morn-
ing Senator Mack, Senator Lieberman, Mr.
Speaker, Congressman Doyle, other distin-
guished head table guests, and members of
Congress and the Cabinet and my fellow
Americans and our visitors who have come
from all across the world. Let me thank you

again for this prayer breakfast and for giving
Hillary and me the opportunity to come. I
ask that we remember in our prayers today
the people who are particularly grieved, the
men, women and children who lost their
loved ones on Alaska Airlines Flight 261. And
let me say to all of you, I look forward to
this day so much every year; a little time to
get away from public service and politics
into the realm of the spirit and to accept
your prayers.

This is a special year for me because, like
Senator Mack, I am not coming back, at
least in my present position. I have given a
lot of thought to what I might say today,
much of it voiced by my friend of 30 years
now, Senator Joe Lieberman, who did a won-
derful job for all of us.

The question I would hope that all of my
fellow citizens would ask themselves today
is: ‘‘What responsibilities are now imposed
on us because we live at perhaps the greatest
moment of prosperity and promise in the his-
tory of our nation, at a time when the world
is growing ever more interdependent? What
special responsibilities do we have?’’ Joe
talked about some of them.

I sometimes think in my wry way: when
Senator Mack referred to his cousin, Judge
Arnold, a longtime friend of Hillary’s and
mine, as being on his far right and that mak-
ing it uncomfortable, I laughed to myself,
‘‘That’s why Connie wanted him on the
bench so he’d get one more Democrat out of
the public debate.’’ (Laughter.) But I wonder
how long we will be all right after this pray-
er breakfast. I wonder if we will make it 15
minutes or 30 or an hour; maybe we will
make it 48 hours before we will just be back
to normal.

So I want to ask you to think about that
today: What is underneath the fundamental
points that Senator Lieberman made today?
For us Christians, Jesus said the two most
important commandments of all were to love
the Lord with all our heart and to love our
neighbors as ourselves. The Torah says that
anyone who turns aside the stranger acts as
if he turned aside the most high God. The
Koran contains its own powerful version of
the golden rule, telling us never to do unto
others what we would not like done to our-
selves.

So what I would like to ask you in this, my
last opportunity to be the President at this
wonderful prayer breakfast: Who are our
neighbors? And what does it mean to love
them?

His Holiness John Paul II wrote us a letter
about how he answered that question, and we
are grateful for that.

For me, we must start with the fact that
‘‘neighbors’’ mean something different today
in common language than it did when I was
a boy. It really means something different in
common language than it did when I became
president, when there were 50 websites on
the world wide web. Today there are over 50
million, in only seven years, so that we see
that within our borders we are not only
growing more diverse every day, in terms of
race and ethnic groups and religion, but we
can talk to people all across the world in an
instant, in ever more interesting ways that
go far beyond business and commerce and
politics.

I have a cousin who is from the same little
town in Arkansas I am, who plays chess a
couple times a week with a man in Aus-
tralia, 8,000 miles away. The world is grow-
ing smaller and more interdependent.

The point I would like to make to you
today is, as time and space contract, the wis-
dom of the human heart must expand. We
must be able to love our neighbors and ac-
cept our essential oneness.

Now, globalization is forcing us to that
conclusion. So is science. I have had many
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opportunities to say in the last few months
that the most enlightening evening I had
last year was one that Hillary sponsored at
the White House, where a distinguished sci-
entist, an expert in human genome research,
informed us that we are all genetically 99.9
percent the same, and furthermore said that
the differences among people in the same ra-
cial and ethnic group genetically are greater
than the differences from group to group.

For some, that is reassuring. For some,
that is disturbing. When I said that in the
State of the Union, the Republicans and
Democrats both laughed uncomfortably.
(Laughter.) It seemed inconceivable. (Soft
laughter.) But the truth is that modern
science has taught us what we always
learned from ancient faiths: the most impor-
tant fact of life on this Earth is our common
humanity.

Our faith is the conviction of things un-
seen—I love what Representative Doyle
said—but more and more our faith is con-
firmed by what we know and see. So with all
the blessings we now enjoy, what shall we do
with it? If we say, okay, we accept it, God,
even though we don’t like it everyday, we
are one with our brothers and sisters. Wheth-
er we like them or not all the time, we have
to be bigger. Our hearts have to grow deeper.
Time and space contract; help us to expand
our spirits. What does that mean?

We know we cannot build our own future
without helping others to build theirs, but
many of us live on the cutting edge of a new
economy while over a billion people live on
the bare edge of survival; and here in our
own country there are still too many poor
children and too many communities that
have not participated in our prosperity.

The Bible says that Jesus warned us that
even as we do it unto the least of these, we
have done it unto our God. When times are
tough and all of our fellow citizens are hav-
ing a hard time pulling together, we can be
forgiven if we look at the welfare of the
whole. Now the welfare of the whole is the
strongest it has ever been, but people within
our country and beyond our borders are still
in trouble—people with good values, people
with the values you have held up here today,
people who would gladly work. We dare not
turn away from them if we believe in our
common humanity.

We see all over the world a chorus of denial
about our common responsibility for the wel-
fare of this planet, even though all the sci-
entists say that it is changing and warming
at an unsustainable rate, and all the great
faiths remind us of our solemn obligation to
our earthly home.

Even more troubling to me, our dazzling
modern world is witness to a resurgence of
society’s oldest demon—the inability to love
our closest neighbors as ourselves if they
look or worship differently from the rest of
us. Today the Irish peace process is strained
by a lack of trust between Republican Catho-
lics and Protestant Unionists. In the Middle
East, with all its hope, we are still having to
work very hard to overcome the profoundest
of suspicions between Israeli Jews and Pales-
tinian and Syrian Arabs.

We have people here today from the Indian
subcontinent, perhaps the most dangerous
place in the world today because of the ten-
sions over Kashmir and the possession of nu-
clear weapons. Yet, when people from the In-
dian subcontinent come to America, they do
better than nearly anybody because of their
family values, their work ethics and their re-
markable innate capacity for absorbing all
the lessons of modern science and tech-
nology.

In Bosnia and Kosovo, Christians thought
they were being patriotic to cleanse their
lands of Muslims. In other places, Islamic
terrorists claim their faith commands them

to kill infidels, though the Koran teaches
that God created nations and tribes that we
might know one another, not that we might
despise one another. Here at home, we still
see Asians, blacks, gays, even in one in-
stance last year children at a Jewish school,
subject to attacks just because of who they
are.

Here in Washington, we are not blameless,
for we often, too, forget in the heat of polit-
ical battle our common humanity. We slip
from honest difference, which is healthy,
into dishonest demonization. We ignore when
we are all tight and in a fight, all those bib-
lical admonitions we profess to believe, that
we all see through a glass darkly; that with
St. Paul, we all do what we would not and we
do not do what we would; that faith, hope
and charity abide, but ‘‘the greatest of these
is charity’’; that God says to all of us, not
just some: ‘‘I have redeemed you. I have
called you by your name. You are mine, all
of you.’’

Once Abraham Lincoln responded to some
friends of his who were complaining really
bitterly about politicians who would not sup-
port him. And he said to them, and I quote:
‘‘You have more of a feeling of personal re-
sentment than I have. Perhaps I have too lit-
tle of it. But I never thought it paid.’’

We know it does not pay. And the truth is
we are all here today because, in God’s time-
table, we are all just like Senator Mack and
me: we are all term-limited.

In my lifetime, our nation has never had
the chance we now have—to build the future
of our dreams for our children, to be good
neighbors to the rest of the world, to live out
the admonition of all our faiths. To do it, we
will have to first conquer our own demons
and embrace our common humanity, with
humility and gratitude.

I leave you with the words of a great pray-
er by Chief Seattle. ‘‘This we know: all
things are connected. We did not weave the
web of life. We are merely a strand in it, and
whatever we do to the web, we do to our-
selves.’’

May God bless you all. (Applause.)
SEN. MACK: Mr. President, thank you for

those comments. At least for me, what you
said was a challenge, a challenge to reconcile
the way we live, what we do, with the spirit
that we hold so dear—the challenge for us as
individuals and the challenge for the nation
as well. Thank you so much for those beau-
tiful words. (Applause.)

Mr. President, we have another very spe-
cial moment, I think. Our closing song this
morning will be sung by a young lady from
my hometown of Ft. Myers, Florida. Her
name is Erin Hughes. I had the joy of hear-
ing Erin sing last year at the prayer break-
fast in Ft. Myers. Erin will sing for us The
Lord’s Prayer.

(Erin Hughes performs.)
SEN. MACK: Wow! Thank you so much,

Erin. You touched my heart a year ago, and
you touched it again this morning. Thank
you so much.

Now I would like to call on Reverend
Franklin Graham, who will lead us in the
closing prayer. But first let me say to you,
Franklin, we are delighted to have you with
us. Your father, Billy Graham, was one of
the founders of this event in 1953, and has
been with us almost every year since its in-
ception. We wish him and your mother our
best and our love, and our prayers are with
both of them.

REV. FRANKLIN GRAHAM: Thank you,
Senator Mack. Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton,
Mr. Speaker, distinguished guests, ladies and
gentlemen, I bring greetings to you from my
mother and father. I spoke with my father
last night, Mr. President, and he asked I give
to you and Mrs. Clinton his love and his
greetings. He is unable to be with us this

morning due to an operation that my mother
had just a few days ago. She is in the hos-
pital, and she is not doing very well. I know
my mother and father would appreciate your
prayers for them.

We have heard much said about a new be-
ginning at the start of this millennium.
Many would like to have a new beginning be-
cause of the mistakes and sin in their lives.
They wish they could experience forgiveness
and just some way start over again, to have
a new beginning. This is exactly what you
can have with Jesus Christ, a new beginning.
In your personal life, your home, your fam-
ily, in your role as a leader, in your office, in
daily relationships and responsibilities, a
new beginning is what Jesus Christ accom-
plished with his death on the cross and his
resurrection from the grave. The Bible says
that we have all sinned and come short of
God’s glory and that the wages of sin is
death. But God so loved the world that he
gave his only begotten son, that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish but have
everlasting life. God gives each one who will
respond in faith to his son the opportunity
for a new beginning. If we confess our sins to
God and repent, and by faith receive Jesus
Christ, God’s son, into our hearts and make
him the lord of our lives, God will forgive
our sins. He will heal our hearts and give us
the hope of eternal life, through Jesus Christ
our Lord.

Let us pray: Our father and our God, once
again, we thank you for this unique occasion
that brings us together to reflect on your
goodness to our nation, to meditate on thy
word and pray to you with thanksgiving. We
come this morning first of all to pray espe-
cially for those in leadership over us. We ask
you to give wisdom and strength to our
President, to our Vice President, the Cabi-
net, the members of the Supreme Court, the
Congress, our military leaders, and all others
who carry such heavy responsibility in our
nation. We thank you for their willingness to
give of themselves, sometimes at great per-
sonal sacrifice. We pray also for those heads
of state and those who have joined us from
other nations.

We humbly turn to you, oh God, for the
help we need each day. In spite of the fact
that we are now in the year 2000, the social
problems of the world are still with us, as
they have been since the dawn of history.
Our tremendous technological and scientific
achievements have not solved the basic
human heart and the problems of this world
of greed, and pride, and moral depravity and
hatred, or the problem of loneliness and sor-
row and suffering.

Once again as we have gathered here in
this great city and amidst this bountiful
breakfast, we are reminded that there are
those that are hungry and hurting in this
country and around the world. We pause, fa-
ther, to remember those who are homeless
and those who are starving, those who are
living under war and oppression and persecu-
tion like in the Sudan and other parts of the
world. Oh, father, guide our President and
leaders in Congress as they try to solve and
respond to the great political and humani-
tarian crises at home and around the world.

You alone have given this nation our pros-
perity, father. You have given our freedom,
and our strength. Our faith in you, oh God,
is our heritage and our foundation. We have
neglected your word. We have ignored your
laws. We have tried to solve our problems
without reference to you, and we ask for
your forgiveness. Help us this day to confess
our sins and to repent and to receive by faith
your salvation, your son, Jesus Christ.
Thank you for our great nation and the free-
doms you have given to us. With this free-
dom, may we not serve ourselves, but may
we serve others in your holy name. Amen.
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SEN. MACK: That concludes our prayer

breakfast. There have been lots of people
who have spent a great deal of time in pre-
paring both the program and the breakfast
this morning, and I would like for you to
give them and all those who volunteered a
round of applause. (Applause.)

I would like to take this opportunity to
thank you for coming this morning. Your
presence has helped to make the event a
great success, and I hope you are happy that
you came and that you are leaving with a
very special spirit.

Good morning, and God bless.

f

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2002
AND 2003

SPEECH OF

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 16, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1646) to authorize
appropriations for the Department of State
for fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and for other
purposes:

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
opposition to this amendment, and in great be-
wilderment over it’s purpose. Passing this
amendment will damage the credibility of the
United States in the Middle East, weaken the
government of Lebanon, and further isolate
and endanger Israel. It, in fact, runs counter to
the objectives of establishing stability along
the Lebanese-Israeli border and fostering a cli-
mate more conducive to peace in the Middle
East.

While this amendment doesn’t help the
U.S., Lebanon, or Israel, it does strengthen
the appeal of extremist groups in South Leb-
anon and increases Syrian influence over Leb-
anon. This amendment lands a haymaker on
the person of innocent Lebanese civilians,
USAID and U.S. educational institutions. Mr.
Chairman, I cannot believe that my good
friend from California really wants the result he
is going to get.

Proponents of this reckless amendment
have quoted a lot of sources, but I want to
read what Secretary of State Colin Powell had
to say about this matter. ‘‘The Department op-
poses the amendment proposed by Rep-
resentative LANTOS to H.R. 1646. If enacted,
this amendment would severely impede our
ability to pursue the critical U.S. policy objec-
tives in Lebanon and the region, including sta-
bilizing the south and providing a counter-
weight to the extremist forces.’’ Mr. Chairman,
I submit a copy of this letter for the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Colleagues, if you want to
perpetuate instability in Lebanon and under-
mine the Lebanese government’s efforts to re-
build the nation, the Lantos amendment is the
mechanism for doing so.

Kofi Annan, Secretary General of the United
Nations, has been quoted. He had this to say
about what the Lebanese are doing: ‘‘At
present, Lebanese administrators, police, se-
curity, and army personnel function throughout
the area (southern Lebanon), and their pres-
ence and activities continue to grow. They are
reestablishing local administration in the vil-
lages and have made progress in reintegrating

the communications infrastructure, health, and
welfare systems with the rest of the country.’’

That is what this amendment would bring to
a halt. He goes on to say. ‘‘The Lebanese
Joint Security Forces proceeded smoothly,
and the return to Lebanese administration is
ongoing. I appeal to donors to help the Leba-
nese meet urgent needs for relief and eco-
nomic revival in the south, pending the holding
of a full-fledged donor conference.’’

Mr. Chairman, I submit the Secretary Gen-
eral’s full report of October 31, 2000, for the
RECORD. Mr. Annan has gone on to point out
that we should help, not hurt, the Lebanese in
these undertakings.

United Nations Security Council Resolution
425 has been cited today. I submit for the
RECORD the entire text of that resolution. Had
proponents of this measure read UNSCR 425,
they would know that Lebanon is neither re-
quired to deploy a specific number of troops to
south Lebanon, nor take specific steps to re-
establish ‘‘effective control.’’ However, U.S.
Assistant Secretary for Near Asian Affairs Ned
Walker testified to Mr. LANTOS’ committee on
March 29 that, ‘‘The Lebanese government
has sent a thousand security forces, both mili-
tary and police, to the southern area (of Leb-
anon).’’

Last May, Israel withdrew its troops from
south Lebanon for the first time since 1977.
Only then did Lebanon regain the ability to
govern the south. Lebanon, which is in the
process of rebuilding its economy after years
of war, has actively sought international aid to
assist in its efforts to reunite the south with the
rest of the country, replace infrastructure, and
provide basic social services. Congress recog-
nized that providing USAID assistance to Leb-
anon in wake of Israel’s withdrawal was crit-
ical, and increased the Lebanese assistance
package from $12 to $35 million. I would note
that the gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) joined me by signing a letter to President
Clinton in support of this aid. I would also note
that Israel received $4.1 billion. Israel even re-
ceived $50 million from the U.S. to finance its
withdrawal from Lebanon. This figure was
larger than the entire Lebanese aid program.

USAID–Lebanon has developed ties and ini-
tiated projects in south Lebanon, helping fill
the vacuum created by the Israel’s departure.
Without access to the basic life-sustaining
services provided by USAID, to whom does
this author think the people of south Lebanon
will turn to?

Rebuilding a country after years of occupa-
tion and civil war is not an easy job. However,
it is a job that is made much easier with the
financial support and encouragement of the
United States. The money we spend in Leb-
anon is minimal, but provides funding for es-
sential public works projects, basic social serv-
ices, and American educational institutions.
The administration and the United Nations
support these efforts, which demonstrate
American goodwill to the Lebanese people at
a critical time. The Lantos amendment is the
way to kill these efforts and further poison the
well and harm U.S. interests in the region.

I know my colleagues who support this
amendment steadfastly believe that it in some
way helps Israel. It won’t. It does not help
Israel’s defenses, nor does it foster stability
along the Lebanese border. It does nothing to
improve relations between Israel and Leb-
anon, and further isolates Israel. The Lantos
amendment, in fact, only increases the appeal

of organizations in South Lebanon hostile to
Israel.

The only message being sent by this mes-
sage is directed at the people of Lebanon, and
the message being conveyed is that the
United States’ Middle East policy is biased
against Lebanon. Instead of hope, goodwill,
and encouragement, we are telling Lebanon
that we are not friends and have no vested in-
terest in helping the Lebanese rebuild their
country and economy.

I urge my colleagues to read this amend-
ment, see what it really does, and vote no.
This amendment is unwise, it is irresponsible,
it is destructive of American interests, it is de-
structive of the interests of Lebanese citizens,
and it is destructive of the interests of the peo-
ple of Israel and the region.

Mr. Chairman, if you want peace, if you
want this country to work for and be able to
effectively lead the people in this troubled
area, reject this amendment. Show the Leba-
nese people that you support their efforts to
redevelop a peaceful land. And do something
else: Demonstrate to people in Lebanon and
across the Middle East that this is a country
that wants to be a friend of all parties.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington.

Hon. JOE KNOLLENBERG,
House of Representatives.

DEAR MR. KNOLLENBERG: Thank you for
your letter and the chance to elaborate on
my congressional testimony of May 10 on
Lebanon.

The Department opposes the amendment
proposed by Representative Lantos to H.R.
1646. If enacted, this amendment would se-
verely impede our ability to pursue critical
U.S. policy objectives in Lebanon and the re-
gion, including stabilizing the south and pro-
viding a counterweight to extremist forces.

The United States has provided assistance
for the essential framework for alleviating
destabilizing influences in Lebanon. Our eco-
nomic assistance program strengthens Leba-
nese central government institutions, and
provides a foundation for improved economic
and social conditions. Our modest inter-
national military education and training
(IMET) program helps build an important
unifying institution. As such, U.S. assistance
helps foster stability and mitigates sec-
tarianism.

I strongly oppose the proposed amendment.
I want to assure you that we are actively en-
couraging the Government of Lebanon to de-
ploy its forces and assert its authority in the
south, and will continue to do so. I look for-
ward to working with Congress to advance
this shared goal as part of our broader effort
to work for comprehensive peace in the re-
gion.

Sincerely,
COLIN L. POWELL.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL—INTERIM
REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL ON THE
UNITED NATIONS INTERIM FORCE IN LEBANON

INTRODUCTION

1. The present report is submitted pursuant
to Security Council resolution 1310 (2000) of
27 July 2000, by which the Council extended
the mandate of the United Nations Interim
Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) for a further pe-
riod of six months, until 31 January 2001, and
requested me to submit an interim report on
progress towards achieving the objectives of
resolution 425 (1978) and toward completion
by UNIFIL of the tasks originally assigned
to it and to include recommendations on the
tasks that could be carried out by the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization
(UNTSO).

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 05:12 May 18, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A17MY8.083 pfrm08 PsN: E17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE858 May 17, 2001
MAINTENANCE OF THE CEASEFIRE

2. From the end of July until early Octo-
ber, the situation in the UNIFIL area of op-
erations was generally calm, except for nu-
merous minor violations of the line of with-
drawal, the so-called Blue Line. These viola-
tions were attributable mainly to Israeli
construction of new military positions and
fencing along the line; they were corrected
in each case after intervention by UNIFIL.
Minor Lebanese violations occurred as a re-
sult of shepherds or fishing vessels crossing
the line; in a few instances, vehicles were
driven across the line. For several weeks,
Hizbollah maintained a post across the line
east of Kafr Shuba. The personnel there stat-
ed that they had permission to be there but
would leave if ordered to do so by the Gov-
ernment. UNIFIL repeatedly raised this vio-
lation with the Lebanese authorities but
without effect. Hizbollah vacated the posi-
tion on 7 October in connection with its at-
tack across the Blue Line (see below).

3. In addition to these violations, there
were daily incidents of Lebanese civilians
and tourists hurling stones, bottles filled
with hot oil and other items across the line
at Israeli soldiers and civilians, some of
whom were injured. On several occasions the
soldiers fired warning shots and rubber bul-
lets, which caused some injuries. Most of
these incidents occurred at the so-called Fat-
ima Gate west of Metulla. There was also
friction at a tomb on Sheikh Abbad Hill
(east of Hula), which straddles the Blue Line
and is considered a holy site by both Mus-
lims and Jews. In September, Lebanese civil-
ians held several demonstrations east of Kafr
Shuba, in some cases crossing the line. Rolf
Knutsson, my Personal Representative, and
Major General Seth Obeng, the Force Com-
mander of UNIFIL, repeatedly urged the
Lebanese authorities to take the necessary
measures to put an end to those incidents
and violations.

4. A serious incident occurred on 7 October.
In the context of the tension in the Occupied
Territories and Israel, about 500 Palestinians
and supporters approached the line south of
Marwahin to demonstrate against Israel. As
the crowd attempted to cross the Israeli bor-
der fence, Israeli troops opened fire, killing
three and injuring some 20. Since then, the
Lebanese authorities have prevented further
demonstrations by Palestinians on the line.

5. Later the same day, in a serious breach
of the ceasefire, Hizbollah launched an at-
tack across the Blue Line about 3 kilometers
south of Shaba and took three Israeli sol-
diers prisoner. The attackers withdrew under
cover of heavy mortar and rocket fire, tar-
geting all Israeli positions in the area. More
than 300 rounds were fired over a period of 45
minutes. The Israeli forces did not imme-
diately return fire, but later fired at some
vehicles from the air. Following this inci-
dent, the Israeli air force resumed flights
over Lebanese territory; the flights take
place almost daily, usually at high altitude.

6. Hizbollah has stated that its operation
had been planned for some time in order to
take prisoners and thus obtain the release of
19 Lebanese prisoners still held by Israel.
The Secretary-General, who had been pur-
suing the question of these prisoners with
the Israeli authorities, remains ready to
work with the Governments of Israel and
Lebanon with a view to resolving this mat-
ter.

7. On 20 October, in what appears to have
been a local initiative, three Palestinians
crossed the Blue Line east of Kafr Shuba and
tried to break through the Israeli technical
fence, which runs some distance behind the
line. The Israeli forces responded with heavy
fire. One of the three was killed; the others
managed to get away.

RETURN OF GOVERNMENT AUTHORITY

8. On 9 August the Lebanese Government
deployed a Joint Security Force of 1,000 all
ranks, which is drawn from the Internal Se-
curity Forces and the Lebanese army. The
Force has its headquarters in Marjayoun and
Bint Jubayl and carries out intensive patrol-
ling, with occasional roadblocks. Lebanese
security services have established a strong
presence in Naqoura, and the Lebanese police
have resumed operations in key villages. Al-
though it is outside the UNIFIL area of oper-
ation, it is worth mentioning that the Leba-
nese army deployed in mid-September in the
Jezzine area, which the de facto forces had
vacated in January.

9. At present, Lebanese administrators, po-
lice, security and army personnel function
throughout the area, and their presence and
activities continue to grow. They are re-es-
tablishing local administration in the vil-
lages and have made progress in re-inte-
grating the communications, infrastructure,
health and welfare systems with the rest of
the country. In late August the former
Israeli-controlled area participated for the
first time since 1972 in a parliamentary elec-
tion.

10. However, near the Blue Line the au-
thorities have, in effect, left control to
Hizbollah. Its members work in civilian at-
tire and are normally unarmed. They main-
tain good discipline and are under effective
command and control. They monitor the
Blue Line, maintain public order and, in
some villages, provide social, medical and
education services. On several occasions,
Hizbollah personnel have restricted the
Force’s freedom of movement. The most seri-
ous incidents of this kind occurred after
Hizbollah’s operation on 7 October, one on
the same day, the other four days later. In
both, Hizbollah forced UNIFIL personnel at
gunpoint to hand over vehicles and military
hardware they had found on the terrain.
UNIFIL protested all such incidents to the
Lebanese authorities.

11. The Government of Lebanon has taken
the position that, so long as there is no com-
prehensive peace with Israel, the army would
not act as a border guard for Israel and
would not be deployed to the border.

UNITED NATIONS ACTIVITIES

12. UNIFIL monitored the area through
ground and air patrols and a network of ob-
servation posts. It acted to correct viola-
tions by raising them with the side con-
cerned, and used its best efforts, through
continuous, close liaison with both sides, to
prevent friction and limit incidents. How-
ever, UNIFIL so far has not been able to per-
suade the Lebanese authorities to assume
their full responsibilities along the Blue
Line.

13. At the end of July and in early August
UNIFIL redeployed southwards and up to the
Blue Line. The redeployment proceeded
smoothly, with the Lebanese authorities as-
sisting in securing land and premises for new
positions. At the same time, in order to free
the capacity needed for the move south,
UNIFIL vacated an area in the rear and
handed it over to the Lebanese authorities.
In the interest of economy, UNIFIL con-
tinues to use its larger facilities in that
area. A map showing the current deployment
of UNIFIL is attached.

14. The United Nations Development Pro-
gramme (UNDP) continued to lead the ef-
forts of the United Nations system in work-
ing with the Lebanese authorities on a plan
of action for the development and rehabilita-
tion of the area vacated by Israel. In this ef-
fort UNDP cooperated closely with the
United Nations Special Coordinator, Terje
Roed-Larsen, who led the efforts at the
international level together with the Euro-

pean Union and the World Bank. A donor
meeting was convened on 27 July to gather
support. Mr. Knutsson joined those efforts
when he assumed his responsibilities in Bei-
rut in mid-August. On 27 and 28 September
UNDP organized in Beirut a conference of
non-governmental organizations, funded by
the Italian Government. As in the past,
UNIFIL assisted the civilian population,
using resources made available by troop-con-
tributing Governments.

15. The clearance of mines and unexploded
ordnance was an important concern, espe-
cially in connection with the redeployment.
UNIFIL also assisted in humanitarian
demining activities and set up an informa-
tion management system for mine action. In
Tyre, Lebanon, a regional mine action cell
was established with the help of the United
Nations Mine Action Service, which cooper-
ated closely with the Lebanese national
demining office. During the period, three
children died and eight persons were injured
by exploding mines and ordnance.

OBSERVATIONS

16. During the past three months there has
been further movement towards the imple-
mentation of Security Council resolution 425
(1978). Except for Hizbollah’s attack on 7 Oc-
tober, the area was relatively calm. The de-
ployment of both UNIFIL and the Lebanese
Joint Security Force proceeded smoothly,
and the return of the Lebanese administra-
tion is ongoing. While much remains to be
done to restore the full range of government
services to a standard comparable to that in
the rest of the country, there has been tan-
gible progress in that direction.

17. The sequence of steps foreseen in Secu-
rity Council resolution 425 (1978) is clear and
logical: the Israeli forces must withdraw,
there must be no further hostilities, and the
effective authority of the Lebanese Govern-
ment must be restored. Thereafter, the Gov-
ernments of Israel and Lebanon are to be
fully responsible, in accordance with their
international obligations, for preventing any
hostile acts from their respective territory
against that of their neighbour. It is rel-
evant to recall in this connection that both
Governments have committed themselves,
despite misgivings, to respect the Blue Line
established by the United Nations for the
purposes of confirming the Israeli with-
drawal in accordance with resolution 425
(1978).

18. I believe that the time has come to es-
tablish the state of affairs envisaged in the
resolution. This requires, first and foremost,
that the Government of Lebanon take effec-
tive control of the whole area vacated by
Israel last spring and assume its full inter-
national responsibilities, including putting
an end to the dangerous provocations that
have continued on the Blue Line: Otherwise,
there is a danger that Lebanon may once
again be an arena, albeit not necessarily the
only one, of conflict between others.

19. I had the opportunity to speak about
these matters with the President and Prime
Minister of Lebanon during my recent visit
to Beirut. We also discussed Lebanon’s need
for international assistance to address long-
standing problems, in particular the re-
integration of the area that was until re-
cently occupied. I appeal to donors to help
Lebanon meet urgent needs for relief and
economic revival in the south, pending the
holding of a full-fledged donor conference.

20. The present report is being written at a
time of high tension in Arab-Israeli relations
and continuing confrontations in the occu-
pied Palestinian territories. Under the cir-
cumstances, I deemed it prudent not to sub-
mit suggestions for the reconfiguration of
the United Nations presence in south Leb-
anon, as requested in paragraph 12 of Secu-
rity Council resolution 1310 (2000). With the
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agreement of the Security Council, I pro-
posed to address this subject in the report
that I shall be submitting prior to the expi-
ration of the UNIFIL mandate.

RESOLUTION 425 (1978)
OF 19 MARCH 1978

The Security Council,
Taking note of the letters from the Perma-

nent Representative of Lebanon and from
the Permanent Representative of Israel,

Having heard the statements of the Perma-
nent Representatives of Lebanon and Israel,

Gravely concerned at the deterioration of
the situation in the Middle East and its con-
sequences to the maintenance of inter-
national peace,

Convinced that the present situation im-
pedes the achievement of a just peace in the
Middle East,

1. Calls for strict respect for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty and political inde-
pendence of Lebanon within its internation-
ally recognized boundaries;

2. Calls upon Israel immediately to cease
its military action against Lebanese terri-
torial integrity and withdraw forthwith its
forces from all Lebanese territory;

3. Decides, in the light of the request of the
Government of Lebanon to establish imme-
diately under its authority a United Nations
interim force for Southern Lebanon for the
purpose of confirming the withdrawal of
Israeli forces, restoring international peace
and security and assisting the Government
of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its ef-
fective authority in the area, the force to be
composed of personnel drawn from Member
States;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to re-
port to the Council within twenty-four hours
on the implementation of the present resolu-
tion.

Adopted at the 2074th meeting by 12 votes
to none, with 2 abstentions (Czechoslovakia,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

RESOLUTION 426 (1978)
OF 19 MARCH 1978

The Security Council,
1. Approves the report of the Secretary-

General on the implementation of Security
Council resolution 425 (1978), contained in
document S/12611 of 19 March 1978;

2. Decides that the United Nations Interim
Force in Lebanon shall be established in ac-
cordance with the above-mentioned report
for an initial period of six months, and that
it shall continue in operation there-after, if
required, provided the Security Council so
decides.

Adopted at the 2075th meeting by 12 votes
to none, with 2 abstentions (Czechoslovakia,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

DECISION

At its 2076th meeting, on 3 May 1978, the
Council proceeded with the discussion of the
item entitled ‘‘The situation in the Middle
East: letter dated 1 May 1978 from the Sec-
retary-General to the President of the Secu-
rity Council (S/12675)’’.

RESOLUTION 427 (1978)
OF 3 MAY 1978

The Security Council,
Having considered the letter dated 1 May

1978 from the Secretary-General to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426
(1978) of 19 March 1978,

1. Approves the increase in the strength of
the United Nations Interim Force in Leb-
anon requested by the Secretary-General
from 4,000 to approximately 6,000 troops;

2. Takes note of the withdrawal of Israeli
forces that has taken place so far;

3. Calls upon Israel to complete its with-
drawal from all Lebanese territory without
any further delay;

4. Deplores the attacks on the United Na-
tions Force that have occurred and demands
full respect for the United Nations Force
from all parties in Lebanon.

Adopted at the 2076th meeting by 12 votes
to none, with 2 abstentions (Czechoslovakia,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).

f

HONORING THE LIFE OF WILLIAM
H. HANLEY III

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 17, 2001

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this moment to honor the life of Mr. Wil-

liam Hanley. Mr. Hanley served his community
diligently as the Mayor of Mountain Village.
His contributions to the area were varied and
distinguished. Not only did Mr. Hanley serve
as Mayor, but as a member of the board of di-
rectors on various community organizations.
As his friends, family and colleagues gather
this week to celebrate a life spent in service
to the public, I too would like to pay tribute to
William and honor his accomplishments.
Clearly his service is worthy of the praise of
Congress.

Born in San Pedro, California, William spent
much of his childhood overseas. His family
eventually settled in Indianapolis, Indiana mak-
ing annual trips to Walloon Lake in Michigan.
This summer tradition created the avid outdoor
enthusiast and sportsman that his friends and
family know well. William attended the Foun-
tain Valley School, and received his degree
from the University of Colorado. In 1989 Wil-
liam moved from San Francisco to the Tellu-
ride area with the beautiful Kimmy Kelly whom
he married the following year. The hobbies
that he enjoyed included skiing, golfing, fly
fishing and spending time with his family.

William started his career in the Telluride
area as a real estate developer and realtor.
He then served on various board of directors
including Mountain Village Metro District, Tel-
luride Foundation and the Elk Run Home-
owners Association. He was also a member of
the Telluride Elks Club and the Telluride Ski
and Golf Club. For eight years William made
great contributions to the town of Mountain Vil-
lage, as their Mayor. As Mayor he had the op-
portunity to touch many lives.

Mr. Speaker, although Mr. Hanley’s life was
short, he made an enormous impact on his
community. His wife Kimmy, daughter Ryan,
son Wilder along with his parents Barbara and
William, Jr., sister Bobsey and brother Micheal
should all be extremely proud of his accom-
plishments. William is an example to all, and
going to be missed by many. His legacy, Mr.
Speaker, is what I would like to honor here
today.
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

The House passed H.R. 622, the Hope for Children Act, to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the adoption credit

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S5025–5100
Measures Introduced: Nine bills and three resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 906–914, S.
Con. Res. 38–40.                                               (See next issue.)

Measures Reported:
Special Report entitled ‘‘Legislative and Oversight

Activities During the 106th Congress by the Senate
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs’’. (S. Rept. No.
107–17)                                                                  (See next issue.)

Elementary and Secondary Education Act Au-
thorization: Senate continued consideration of S. 1,
to extend programs and activities under the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, taking
action on the following amendments proposed there-
to:                                                                               Pages S5025–26

Adopted:
By 76 yeas to 24 nays (Vote No. 111), Voinovich

Amendment No. 443 (to Amendment No. 358), to
amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to extend
loan forgiveness for certain loans to Head Start
teachers.                                                                   Pages S5027–28

Rejected:
By 34 yeas to 65 nays (Vote No. 110), Dayton

Modified Amendment No. 622 (to Amendment No.
358), to amend the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act to fully fund 40 percent of the aver-
age per pupil expenditure for programs under part
B of such Act.                                                      Pages S5026–27

Pending:
Jeffords Amendment No. 358, in the nature of a

substitute.                                                              Pages S5025–26

Kennedy (for Dodd) Amendment No. 382 (to
Amendment No. 358), to remove the 21st century

community learning center program from the list of
programs covered by performance agreements.
                                                                                            Page S5025

Biden Amendment No. 386 (to Amendment No.
358), to establish school-based partnerships between
local law enforcement agencies and local school sys-
tems, by providing school resource officers who oper-
ate in and around elementary and secondary schools.
                                                                                    Pages S5025–26

Voinovich Amendment No. 389 (to Amendment
No. 358), to modify provisions relating to State ap-
plications and plans and school improvement to pro-
vide for the input of the Governor of the State in-
volved.                                                                              Page S5026

Reed Amendment No. 425 (to Amendment No.
358), to revise provisions regarding the Reading
First Program.                                                              Page S5026

Leahy (for Hatch) Amendment No. 424 (to
Amendment No. 358), to provide for the establish-
ment of additional Boys and Girls Clubs of America.
                                                                                            Page S5026

Helms Amendment No. 574 (to Amendment No.
358), to prohibit the use of Federal funds by any
State or local educational agency or school that dis-
criminates against the Boy Scouts of America in pro-
viding equal access to school premises or facilities.
                                                                                            Page S5026

Helms Amendment No. 648 (to Amendment No.
574), in the nature of a substitute.                   Page S5026

Dorgan Amendment No. 640 (to Amendment
No. 358), expressing the sense of the Senate that
there should be established a joint committee of the
Senate and House of Representatives to investigate
the rapidly increasing energy prices across the coun-
try and to determine what is causing the increases.
                                                                                            Page S5026
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Wellstone/Feingold Amendment No. 465 (to
Amendment No. 358), to improve the provisions re-
lating to assessment completion bonuses.      Page S5026

Hutchinson Modified Amendment No. 555 (to
Amendment No. 358), to express the sense of the
Senate regarding the Department of Education pro-
gram to promote access of Armed Forces recruiters
to student directory information.                       Page S5026

Bond Modified Amendment No. 476 (to Amend-
ment No. 358), to strengthen early childhood parent
education programs.                                                  Page S5026

Feinstein Modified Amendment No. 369 (to
Amendment No. 358), to specify the purposes for
which funds provided under subpart 1 of part A of
title I may be used.                                                   Page S5026

Tax Relief Reconciliation: Senate began consider-
ation of H.R. 1836, to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to section 104 of the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2002, taking action on
the following amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                                Pages S5028–5100

Adopted:
Grassley/Baucus Amendment No. 650, in the na-

ture of a substitute.                                                   Page S5030

Rejected:
By 44 yeas to 56 nays (Vote No. 112), Conrad

Amendment No. 654, to accelerate the elimination
of the marriage penalty in the standard deduction
and 15-percent bracket and to modify the reduction
in the marginal rate of tax.                           Pages S5042–58

By 27 yeas to 73 nays (Vote No. 113), Hutchison
Amendment No. 659, to begin the phase-in of the
elimination of the marriage penalty in the standard
deduction in 2002 and to offset the revenue loss.
                                                                                    Pages S5049–58

By 43 yeas to 55 nays (Vote No. 114), Schumer
Amendment No. 669, to increase the deduction for
higher education expenses for certain taxpayers and
to increase the tax credit for student loan interest.
                                             Pages S5059–61, S5062–72, S5075–76

Pending:
Fitzgerald Amendment No. 670, to provide that

no Federal income tax shall be imposed on amounts
received by victims of the Nazi regime or their heirs
or estates.                                                                Pages S5061–62

Gregg Amendment No. 656, to provide a tem-
porary reduction in the maximum capital gains rate
from 20 percent to 15 percent.                   Pages S5072–73

Carnahan/Daschle Amendment No. 674, to pro-
vide a marginal tax rate reduction for all taxpayers.
                                                                      Pages S5073–75, S5083

Collins/Warner Amendment No. 675, to provide
an above-the-line deduction for qualified professional
development expenses of elementary and secondary
school teachers and to allow a credit against income

tax to elementary and secondary school teachers who
provide classroom materials.                         Pages S5077–83

Rockefeller Amendment No. 679, to delay the re-
duction of the top income tax rate for individuals
until a real Medicare prescription drug benefit is en-
acted.                                                                        Pages S5083–86

Bayh Modified Amendment No. 685, to preserve
and protect the surpluses by providing a trigger to
delay tax reductions and mandatory spending in-
creases and limit discretionary spending if certain
deficit targets are not met over the next 10 years.
                                                                                    Pages S5086–93

Landrieu Amendment No. 686, to expand the
adoption credit and adoption assistance programs.
                                                                                    Pages S5093–95

Graham Amendment No. 687, of a perfecting na-
ture.                                                                           Pages S5095–97

Graham Amendment No. 688, to provide a reduc-
tion in State estate tax revenues in proportion to the
reduction in Federal estate tax revenues.
                                                                                Pages S5097–5100

A unanimous-consent-time agreement was reached
providing for further consideration of the bill, pend-
ing amendments, and certain amendments to be pro-
posed thereto, at 9:30 a.m., on Monday, May 21,
2001, with votes to occur thereon, beginning at 6
p.m.                                                                                   Page S5100

Appointments:
NATO Parliamentary Assembly: The Chair, on

behalf of the Vice President, in accordance with 22
U.S.C. 1928a–1928d, as amended, appointed the fol-
lowing Senators as members of the Senate Delegation
to the NATO Parliamentary Assembly during the
First Session of the 107th Congress, to be held in
Vilnius, Lithuania, May 27–31, 2001: Senators
Voinovich, Sarbanes, Mikulski, and Durbin.    (See next

isuue.)

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Victoria Clarke, of Maryland, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Defense.

William J. Haynes II, of Tennessee, to be General
Counsel of the Department of Defense.

John E. Robson, of California, to be President of
the Export-Import Bank of the United States.
                                                                                            Page S5100

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Robert E. Fabricant, of New Jersey, to be an As-
sistant Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency.

Allen Frederick Johnson, of Iowa, to be Chief Ag-
ricultural Negotiator, Office of the United States
Trade Representative, with the rank of Ambassador.
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George L. Argyros, Sr., of California, to be Am-
bassador to Spain, and to serve concurrently and
without additional compensation as Ambassador to
Andorra.

Howard H. Baker, Jr., of Tennessee, to be Ambas-
sador to Japan.

Sam E. Haddon, of Montana, to be United States
District Judge for the District of Montana.

Richard F. Cebull, of Montana, to be United
States District Judge for the District of Montana.

Donald Burnham Ensenat, of Louisiana, to be
Chief of Protocol, and to have the rank of Ambas-
sador during his tenure of service.                     Page S5100

Executive Communications:                    (See next issue.)

Petitions and Memorials:                           (See next issue.)

Executive Reports of Committees:      (See next issue.)

Messages From the House:                      (See next issue.)

Measures Referred:                                        (See next issue.)

Statements on Introduced Bills:           (See next issue.)

Additional Cosponsors:                              (See next issue.)

Amendments Submitted:                          (See next issue.)

Additional Statements:                               (See next issue.)

Enrolled Bills Presented:                           (See next issue.)

Notices of Hearings:                                     (See next issue.)

Authority for Committees:                       (See next issue.)

Privilege of the Floor:                                 (See next issue.)

Record Votes: Five record votes were taken today.
(Total—114)         Pages S5027, S5028, S5058, S5058, S5076

Adjournment: Senate met at 9 a.m., and adjourned
at 11:28 p.m., until 10 a.m., on Friday, May 18,
2001, for a pro forma session. (For Senate’s program,
see the remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in to-
day’s Record on page S5100.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

AGRICULTURE MARKET CONCENTRATION
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies
concluded hearings to examine factors contributing
to consolidation and concentration in the food pro-
duction and marketing system, present data on re-
cent structural trends in the food system, including
farm inputs, farm production, transportation, proc-
essing, merchandising, and retailing, and economic
issues that have been raised regarding increasing lev-
els of concentration in the food production and mar-
keting system, after receiving testimony from Keith
Collins, Chief Economist, and JoAnn Waterfield,

Deputy Administrator, Packers and Stockyards Pro-
grams, Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Ad-
ministration, both of the Department of Agriculture;
John M. Nannes, Acting Assistant Attorney General,
Antitrust Division, Department of Justice; Iowa At-
torney General Tom Miller, Des Moines; Jon Cas-
pers, Swaledale, Iowa, on behalf of the National Pork
Producers Council; Mark D. Dopp, American Meat
Institute, Arlington, Virginia; William P. Roenigk,
National Chicken Council, Washington, D.C.; David
S. Reiff, Reiff Grain and Feed, Inc., Fairfield, Iowa,
on behalf of the National Grain and Feed Associa-
tion; Thomas F. Stokes, Organization for Competi-
tive Markets, Lincoln, Nebraska; J. Dudley Butler,
Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association, Yazoo City;
Robert Carlson, Glenbum, North Dakota, on behalf
of the North Dakota Farmers Union; Peter C.
Carstensen, University of Wisconsin Law School,
Madison; Dan Kelley, Normal, Illinois, on behalf of
GROWMARK; and David Reis, Window Hill, Illi-
nois, on behalf of the Illinois Pork Producers Asso-
ciation.

APPROPRIATIONS—FBI/DEA/INS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary concluded
hearings on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year
2002 for the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the
Drug Enforcement Administration, and the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, after receiving
testimony from Louis J. Freeh, Director, Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, Donnie R. Marshall, Adminis-
trator, Drug Enforcement Administration, and Kevin
D. Rooney, Acting Commissioner, Immigration and
Naturalization Service, all of the Department of Jus-
tice.

APPROPRIATIONS—IRS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury and General Government concluded hearings on
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2002 for
the Department of the Treasury, focusing on the In-
ternal Revenue Service, after receiving testimony
from Charles O. Rossotti, Commissioner, Internal
Revenue Service, Department of the Treasury.

U.S. EXPORT-IMPORT BANK
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Subcommittee on International Trade and Finance
held hearings on proposed legislation authorizing
funds for the Export-Import Bank of United States,
receiving testimony from Tom McKenna, Indiana
Department of Commerce, Indianapolis; Peter Bowe,
Ellicott Machinery Corporation International, Balti-
more, Maryland, on behalf of the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce and Liquid Waste Technology; E. Robert
Meaney, Valmont Industries, Inc., Valley, Nebraska;
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Dean R. Dort, II, Deere and Company, on behalf of
the National Foreign Trade Council and the Coali-
tion for Employment Through Exports, and C. Fred
Bergsten, Institute for International Economics, both
of Washington, D.C.; Darin P. Narayana, Bank One
International Corporation, Chicago, Illinois, on be-
half of the Bankers’ Association for Finance and
Trade; and Terrence D. Straub, USX Corporation,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee concluded hearings on the nominations
of Michael K. Powell, of Virginia, Kathleen Q.
Abernathy, of Maryland, Michael Joseph Copps, of
Virginia, and Kevin J. Martin, of North Carolina,
each to be a Member, all of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, after the nominees testified and
answered questions in their own behalf. Mr. Powell
was introduced by Senator Allen and Representative
Davis, Ms. Abernathy was introduced by Senator
Stevens, Mr. Copps was introduced by Senator Hol-
lings, and Mr. Martin was introduced by Senator Ed-
wards.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee concluded hearings on the nominations of
Linda J. Fisher, of the District of Columbia, to be
Deputy Administrator, Stephen L. Johnson, of Mary-
land, to be Assistant Administrator for Toxic Sub-
stances, and Jeffrey R. Holmstead, of Colorado, to be
Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, all of
the Environmental Protection Agency, and James
Laurence Connaughton, of the District of Columbia,
to be a Member of the Council on Environmental
Quality, after the nominees testified and answered
questions in their own behalf.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on the nominations of William J. Burns, of
the District of Columbia, to be Assistant Secretary
for Near Eastern Affairs, and Christina B. Rocca, of
Virginia, to be Assistant Secretary for South Asian
Affairs, both of the Department of State, after the
nominees testified and answered questions in their
own behalf.

NOMINATION
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on the nomination of Walter H.
Kansteiner, of Virginia, to be Assistant Secretary of
State for African Affairs, after the nominee, who was
introduced by Senator Warner, testified and an-
swered questions in his own behalf.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee con-
cluded hearings on the nominations of Angela Styles,
of Virginia, to be Administrator for Federal Procure-
ment Policy, Stephen A. Perry, of Ohio, to be Ad-
ministrator of General Services, and John D.
Graham, of Massachusetts, to be Administrator of
the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, after the nominees
testified and answered questions in their own behalf.
Ms. Styles was introduced by Representative Barton,
and Mr. Perry was introduced by Senator Voinovich
and Representative Regula.

NURSE STAFFING SHORTAGES
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings on issues related to
the current recruitment and retention of nursing
staff, including both nurses and nurse aids, and con-
cerns about the future supply of these workers, after
receiving testimony from William J. Scanlon, Direc-
tor, Health Care Issues, General Accounting Office;
Michael Elsas, Cooperative Home Care Associates
and Paraprofessional Healthcare Institute, Bronx,
New York; Gerald M. Shea, AFL–CIO, Washington,
D.C.; Julie Sochalski, University of Pennsylvania
School of Nursing, Philadelphia; and Sister Mary
Roch Rocklage, Sisters of Mercy Health System, St.
Louis, Missouri, on behalf of the American Hospital
Association.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

S. 487, to amend chapter 1 of title 17, United
States Code, relating to the exemption of certain per-
formances or displays for educational uses from copy-
right infringement provisions, to provide that the
making of a single copy of such performances or dis-
plays is not an infringement, with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute; and

The nominations of Viet D. Dinh, of the District
of Columbia, to be an Assistant Attorney General,
and Michael Chertoff, of New Jersey, to be an As-
sistant Attorney General, both of the Department of
Justice.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee recessed subject to call.
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NATIONAL FAMILY CAREGIVER SUPPORT
PROGRAM
Special Committee on Aging: Committee concluded
hearings to examine the implementation of the Na-
tional Family Caregiver Support Program, a compo-
nent of the Older Americans Act, after receiving tes-
timony from Norman L. Thompson, Acting Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Health and
Human Services for Aging; Helen O. Hunter, Hart-

ford, North Carolina, on behalf of the ALS Associa-
tion and the Jim ‘‘Catfish’’ Hunter ALS Association;
Suzanne Mintz, National Family Caregivers Associa-
tion, Kensington, Maryland; Deborah Briceland-
Betts, Older Women’s League, Washington, D.C.;
Kristin Duke, Cenla Area Agency on Aging, Alexan-
dria, Louisiana, on behalf of the National Association
of Area Agencies on Aging; and Sandra Tatom,
Boise, Idaho.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 32 public bills, H.R. 1885–1916;
and 4 resolutions, H.J. Res. 49; H. Con. Res.
137–138, and H. Res. 144 were introduced.
                                                                                    Pages H2333–35

Reports Filed: No reports were filed today.
Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest Chaplain, Rev. F. Kenneth Hoffer, Mt.
Culmen Evangelical Congregational Church of East
Earl, Pennsylvania.                                                     Page H2283

Journal Vote: Agreed to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of Wednesday, May 16, by a yea and nay
vote of 336 yeas to 68 nays with 1 voting ‘‘present’’,
Roll No. 122.                                                       Pages H2283–84

Member Sworn—Ninth Congressional District,
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: Representative-
Elect Bill Shuster of Pennsylvania presented himself
in the well of the House and was administered the
oath of office by the Speaker.                               Page H2284

Hope for Children Act: The House passed H.R.
622, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to expand the adoption credit, by a yea and nay vote
of 420 yeas with 1 voting nay, Roll No. 124.
                                                                                    Pages H2297–98

Pursuant to the rule the Committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute now printed in the bill,
H. Rept. 107–64, was adopted.                 Pages H2313–14

H. Res. 141, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to by a yea and nay vote
of 415 yeas to 1 nays, Roll No. 123.              Page H2288

Leave No Child Behind Act: The House began
general debate on H.R. 1, to close the achievement
gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so
that no child is left behind, consuming 14 minutes
of the 2 hours of debate time made in order by the

rule. Further consideration of the bill will resume at
a later date.                                                        Pages H2298–2313

H. Res. 143, the rule that is providing for consid-
eration of the bill was agreed to by a yea and nay
vote of 219 yeas to 201 nays, Roll No. 125.
                                                                                    Pages H2309–10

Canada-United States Interparliamentary Group:
The Chair announced the Speaker’s appointment of
the following members to the Canada-United States
Interparliamentary Group, in addition to Representa-
tive Houghton, Chairman appointed on March 20,
2001: Representatives Gilman, Dreier, Shaw,
Stearns, Peterson of Minnesota, Manzullo, English,
and Souder                                                                     Page H2313

Welcoming President Chen Shui-bian of Taiwan
to the United States: The House agreed to H. Con.
Res.135, expressing the sense of the Congress wel-
coming President Chen Shui-bian of Taiwan to the
United States. Agreed to amendments to the pre-
amble and the text.                                           Pages H2313–14

Legislative Program: Representative McKeon an-
nounced the Legislative Program for the week of
May 21.                                                                           Page H2310

Meeting Hour—Monday, May 21: Agreed that
when the House adjourns today, it adjourn to meet
at 12:30 p.m. on Monday, May 21 for morning-hour
debates.                                                                            Page H2313

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed to dispense with the
Calendar Wednesday business of Wednesday, May
23.                                                                                      Page H2313

Quorum Calls Votes: Four yea and nay votes devel-
oped during the proceedings of the House today and
appear on pages H2283–84, H2288, H2297–98,
H2309–10. There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 5:57 p.m.                                                Page H2330
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Committee Meetings
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE AND
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State and Judiciary held a hearing on
the DEA. Testimony was heard from Donnie Mar-
shall, Administrator, DEA, Department of Justice.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on District
of Columbia held a hearing on Housing and Envi-
ronment Issues. Testimony was heard from Thomas
Voltaggio, Acting Regional Administrator, Region
III, EPA; Thomas S. Elias, Director, U. S. National
Arboretum, USDA; the following officials of the
District of Columbia: Michael Kelly, Director, Hous-
ing Authority; Eric Price, Deputy Mayor, Planning
and Economic Development; Jerry N. Johnson, Gen-
eral Manager, Water and Sewer Authority; James L.
Wareck, Special Assistant to the Mayor, Environ-
mental Affairs; and Theodore J. Gordon, Director,
Environmental Health; and Jay Fisette, member,
Board of Directors, Metropolitan Washington Coun-
cil of Governments, and Chairman, Arlington Coun-
ty Board, State of Virginia.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs
held a hearing on AID Administrator. Testimony
was heard from Andrew S. Natsios, Administrator,
AID, Department of State

LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services and Education held a
hearing on NIH Health Budget (Research Infrastruc-
ture), and on the NLRB. Testimony was heard from
Ruth L. Kirschstein, M.D., Acting Director; NIH,
Department of Health and Human Services; and
John C. Truesdale, Chairman, NLRB.

VA, HUD APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on VA,
HUD and Independent Agencies held a hearing on
FEMA. Testimony was heard from Joe M. Allbaugh,
Director, FEMA.

TRICARE MANAGED CARE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel held a hearing on lessons learned from
the current version of the TRICARE managed care
support contracts and recommendations for the de-
sign of the next round of contracts. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of the Department

of Defense: Maj. Gen. Lee Rodgers, USAF, Com-
mander, 59th Medical Wing, Lackland Air Force
Base; Brig. Gen. Kenneth Farmer, USA, Com-
mander, Western Regional Medical Command, Mad-
igan Army Medical Center; and Rear Adm. Kathleen
L. Martin, USN, Commander, National Naval Med-
ical Center; Stephen P. Backhus, Director, Veterans’
Affairs and Military Health Care Issues, GAO; and
public witnesses.

DOD NETWORKS—EXAMINING
VULNERABILITIES
Committee on Armed Serivces: Subcommittee on Readi-
ness held a hearing on examining vulnerabilities of
Department of Defense networks. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of the Department
of Defense: Linton Well, II, Acting Assistant Sec-
retary (Command, Control, Communications and In-
telligence); Brig. Gen. Dale W. Meyerrose, USAF,
Director, Command Control Systems, Headquarters,
U.S. Space Command and North American Aero-
space Defense Command and Director, Communica-
tions and Information, Headquarters, Air Force Space
Command, Department of the Air Force; Maj. Gen.
James Bryan, USMC, Commander, Joint Task Force
on Computer Network Operations (JTF/CNO),
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps; Lt. Gen. Peter
Cuviello, USA, Director, Information Systems for
Command, Control, Communications and Computers
and Chief Information Officer, Department of the
Army; Vice Ad. Richard Mayo, USN, Director,
Space Information Warfare Command and Control,
Department of the Navy; Lt. Gen. John L. Wood-
ward, USAF, Director, Command, Control, Commu-
nications, and Computer Systems, Department of the
Air Force; and Brig. Gen. Robert M. Shea, USMC,
Director, Command, Control, Communications and
Computers, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps.

SMALL BUSINESS LIABILITY PROTECTION
ACT
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Ordered reported
H.R. 1831, Small Business Liability Protection Act.

COMMUNICATIONS ACT—INCREASE
PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on
Telecommunications and the Internet held a hearing
on H.R. 1765, to increase penalties for common vio-
lations of the Communications Act of 1934. Testi-
mony was heard from David H. Solomon, Chief, En-
forcement Bureau, FCC; and public witnesses.

FAIR DISCLOSURE OR FLAWED
DISCLOSURE
Committee on Financial Services, Subcommittee on Cap-
ital Markets, Government Sponsored Enterprises, and
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Insurance held a hearing entitled ‘‘Fair Disclosure or
Flawed Disclosure: Is Reg FD helping or hurting in-
vestors?’’ Testimony was heard from the following
officials of the SEC: Laura S. Unger, Acting Chair-
man; and Isaac C. Hunt, Jr., Commissioner; and
public witnesses.

PRESIDENTIAL ARCHIVAL DEPOSITORY—
DISCLOSE SOURCES AND AMOUNTS OF
FUNDS RAISED
Committee on Government Reform: Ordered reported, as
amended, H.R. 577, to require any organization that
is established for the purpose of raising funds for the
creation of a Presidential archival depository to dis-
close the sources and amounts of any funds raised.

RULE OF LAW ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
National Security, Veterans Affairs, and International
Relations held a hearing on ‘‘Rule of Law Assistance
Programs: Limited Impact, Limited Sustainability.’’
Testimony was heard from Jess T. Ford, Associate
Director, National Security and International Affairs
Division, GAO; the following officials of the Depart-
ment of State: Daniel Rosenblum, Deputy Coordi-
nator, U.S. Assistance to the New Independent
States; Viviann Gary, Director, Office of Democracy
and Governance, Europe and Eurasia Bureau, AID;
and Peter Prahar, Deputy Director, Office of Asian,
African, and European NIS Programs, Bureau of
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement; Bruce
Swartz, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Criminal
Division, Department of Justice; and Pamela Hicks,
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, Law Enforce-
ment, Department of the Treasury.

VOTING TECHNOLOGY
Committee on House Administration: Held a hearing on
Voting Technology. Testimony was heard from pub-
lic witnesses.

CONGO—HUMANITARIAN CRISIS
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights held a
hearing on Suffering and Despair: Humanitarian Cri-
sis in the Congo. Testimony was heard from public
witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—MUSIC ON THE INTERNET
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the
Courts, the Internet, and Intellectual Property held
an oversight hearing on ‘‘Music On The Internet.’’
Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on National
Parks, Recreation, and Public Lands approved for

full Committee action, as amended, the following
bills: H.R. 1161, to authorize the American Friends
of the Czech Republic to establish a memorial to
honor Tomas G. Masaryk in the District of Colum-
bia; and H.R. 1384, Navajo Long Walk National
Historic Trail Act.

DOE—OFFICE OF SCIENCE
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Energy held a
hearing on the Department of Energy Office of
Science Issues and Opportunities. Testimony was
heard from the following officials of the Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory: Charles V. Shank, Di-
rector; and T. James Symons, Chair, DOE/NSF Nu-
clear Science Advisory Committee, National Sciences
Division; and public witnesses.

EPA—ESTABLISH POSITION; EPA—SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY BUDGET REQUEST
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Environment,
Technology, and Standards approved for full Com-
mittee, as amended, H.R. 64, to provide for the es-
tablishment of the position of Deputy Administrator
for Science and Technology of the Environmental
Protection Agency.

The Subcommittee also held a hearing on Science
and Technology at the Environmental Protection
Agency: The Fiscal Year Budget Request. Testimony
was heard from the following officials of the EPA:
Henry Longest, Acting Assistant Administrator, Of-
fice of Research and Development; and W. Randall
Seeker, member, EPA’s Science Advisory Board’s Re-
search Strategies Advisory Committee; and Ron
Hammerschmidt, Director, Division of Environment,
Department of Health and the Environment, State of
Kansas.

ACCESS TO CAPITAL
Committee on Small Business: Held a hearing on Access
to Capital. Testimony was heard from Roger W.
Ferguson, Jr., Vice Chairman, Board of Governors,
Federal Reserve System; and public witnesses.

RURAL AMERICA—ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Regu-
latory Reform and Oversight and the Subcommittee
on Rural Enterprises, Agriculture and Technology
held a joint hearing on Economic Development in
Rural America-Small Business Access to Broadband.
Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

SOCIAL SECURITY’s PROCESSING
ATTORNEY FEES
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on So-
cial Security held a hearing on Social Security’s Proc-
essing of Attorney Fees. Testimony was heard from
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William C. Taylor, Deputy Associate Commissioner,
Office of Hearings and Appeals, SSA; Barbara D.
Bovbjerg, Director, Education, Workforce and In-
come Security Issues; and public witnesses.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR
FRIDAY, MAY 18, 2001

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
No meetings/hearings scheduled.

House
No Committee hearings are scheduled.
f

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD
Week of May 21 through May 26, 2001

Senate Chamber
On Monday, Senate will resume consideration of

H.R. 1836, Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act, with votes on pending amendments
and final passage of the bill to occur beginning at
6 p.m.

During the remainder of the week, Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1, Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act Authorization, and may con-
sider any other cleared legislative and executive busi-
ness.

Senate Committees
(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Committee on Appropriations: May 23, Subcommittee on
Defense, to hold hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 2002 for the Department of Defense and
related programs, 9:30 a.m., SD–192.

May 23, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, to hold hearings on proposed
budget estimates for fiscal year 2002 for the National In-
stitutes of Health, Department of Health and Human
Services, 9:30 a.m., SH–216.

May 23, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, to hold
hearings on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year
2002 for international financial institutions, 10 a.m.,
SD–138.

May 24, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch, to hold
hearings on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year
2002 for the Secretary of the Senate and the Architect of
the Capitol, 10 a.m., SD–124.

May 24, Subcommittee on Transportation, to hold
hearings to examine transportation safety issues and Coast
Guard modernization proposals, 10 a.m., SD–192.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: May
22, Subcommittee on Economic Policy, to hold hearings
to examine the reverse wealth effect, focusing on con-
sumer confidence with regard to market losses, 10 a.m.,
SD–538.

May 24, Subcommittee on Securities and Investment,
to hold hearings on the implementation and future of
decimalized markets, 10 a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: May
22, to hold hearings to examine issues surrounding Am-
trak, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

May 22, Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs, Foreign
Commerce, and Tourism, to hold hearings to examine
prescription drug advertising, 2:30 p.m., SR–253.

May 23, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine
issues relating to the boxing industry, 9:30 a.m.,
SR–253.

May 23, Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and
Space, to hold hearings to examine issues relating to car-
bon sequestration, 2 p.m., SR–253.

May 24, Full Committee, business meeting to consider
pending calendar business, 9:30 a.m., SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: May 23, to
hold hearings on the Administration’s proposed national
energy policy report, 9:30 a.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: May 23,
business meeting to consider pending calendar business,
9:30 a.m., SD–628.

May 23, Subcommittee on Fisheries, Wildlife, and
Water, to hold hearings to examine the Environmental
Protection Agency’s support of water and wastewater in-
frastructure, 10 a.m., SD–628.

Committee on Foreign Relations: May 22, to hold hearings
on the nomination of Lorne W. Craner, of Virginia, to
be Assistant Secretary for Democracy, Human Rights, and
Labor, the nomination of Ruth A. Davis, of Georgia, to
be Director General of the Foreign Service, the nomina-
tion of Carl W. Ford, Jr., of Arkansas, to be Assistant
Secretary for Intelligence and Research, and the nomina-
tion of Paul Vincent Kelly, of Virginia, to be Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, all of the Department of
State, 2 p.m., SD–419.

May 24, Full Committee, business meeting to consider
pending calendar business, 10:30 a.m., SD–419.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: May 22, to hold
hearings on the nomination of Erik Patrick Christian and
the nomination of Maurice A. Ross, each to be an Asso-
ciate Judge of the Superior Court of the District of Co-
lumbia, 9 a.m., SD–342.

May 23, Full Committee, business meeting to consider
certain nominations, 10 a.m., SD–342.

May 24, Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations,
to hold hearings to examine alleged problems in the tis-
sue industry, such as claims of excessive charges and prof-
it making within the industry, problems in obtaining ap-
propriate informed consent from donor families, issues re-
lated to quality control in processing tissue, and whether
current regulatory efforts are adequate to ensure the safety
of human tissue transplants, 9:30 a.m., SD–342.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: May
22, to hold hearings to examine certain issues sur-
rounding retiree health insurance, 9:30 a.m., SD–430.

May 23, Subcommittee on Public Health, to hold hear-
ings to examine issues surrounding human subject protec-
tion, 9:30 a.m., SD–430.
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May 24, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine
issues surrounding Congress’ role in patient safety, 9:30
a.m., SD–430.

Committee on the Judiciary: May 22, to hold hearings to
examine competition in the pharmaceutical marketplace,
focusing on the antitrust implications of patent settle-
ments, 10 a.m., SD–226.

May 22, Subcommittee on Technology, Terrorism, and
Government Information, to hold hearings to examine the
challenges in cybercrime focusing on the National Infra-
structure Protection Center, 10 a.m., SD–366.

May 22, Subcommittee on Immigration, to hold hear-
ings to examine U.S. immigration policy, focusing on
rural and urban health care needs, 2 p.m., SD–226.

May 23, Full Committee, to hold hearings on Depart-
ment of Justice and certain judicial nominations, 10 a.m.,
SD–226.

House Chamber
To be announced.

House Committees
Committee on Agriculture, May 22, Subcommittee on

Livestock and Horticulture, hearing to review national
dairy policy, 10 a.m., 1300 Longworth.

May 23, full Committee, hearing to review the Admin-
istration’s proposals for the Free Trade Area of the Amer-
icas and their impact on United States Agriculture, 10
a.m., 1300 Longworth.

May 23, Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit, Rural
Development and Research, hearing to review conserva-
tion programs, 2:30 p.m., 1300 Longworth.

Committee on Appropriations, May 22, Subcommittee on
Commerce, Justice, State and Judiciary, on FCC, 10 a.m.,
and on the SEC, 2 p.m., H–309 Capitol.

May 22, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education, on public witnesses, 10 a.m., and
on the Secretary of Labor, 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

May 22, Subcommittee on VA, HUD and Independent
Agencies, on DOD-Civil, Cemeterial Expenses, Army,
10:30 a.m., and on the American Battle Monuments
Commission, 11:30 a.m., H–143 Capitol.

May 23, Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State
and Judiciary, on Bureau of Prisons, 10 a.m., and on the
SBA, 2 p.m., H–309 Capitol.

May 23, Subcommittee on District of Columbia, on
Fiscal Year 2002 D.C. Budget, 1:30 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education, on Worker Protection, 10 a.m.,
and on Employment Training, and Veterans Employ-
ment, 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn.

May 23 and 24, Subcommittee on VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies, on HUD, 12:30 p.m., on May 23,
and 9:30 a.m., on May 24, 2359 Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services and Education, on SSA, 10 a.m., and on Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting, 11:15 a.m., 2358 Rayburn.

Committee on Armed Services, May 22, Subcommittee on
Military Readiness, hearing on constraints and challenges
facing military test and training ranges, 2 p.m., 2212
Rayburn.

May 22, Special Oversight Panel on Terrorism, hearing
on patterns of global terrorism and terrorist threats to the
homeland, 10 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Military Research and De-
velopment, hearing on Ballistic Missile Defense testing,
10 a.m., 2118 Rayburn.

Committee on Energy and Commerce, May 22, Sub-
committee on Commerce, Trade and Consumer Protec-
tion, hearing on Impediments to Digital Trade, 2 p.m.,
2322 Rayburn.

May 22, Subcommittee on Energy and Air Quality,
hearing on Energy Policy: Hydroelectric and Renewable
Energy, 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade, and Con-
sumer Protection, hearing on ‘‘On-line Fraud and Crime:
Are Consumers Safe?’’ 10 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions, hearing on ‘‘How Secure Is Private Medical Infor-
mation? A Review of Computer Security at the Health
Care Financing Administration and Its Medicare Contrac-
tors,’’ 10 a.m., 2322 Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Energy and Air Quality,
hearing on National Energy Policy: Conservation and En-
ergy Efficiency, 11 a.m., 2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Financial Services, May 22, hearing on the
state of the international financial system, IMF reform,
and compliance with IMF agreements, 2 p.m., 2128 Ray-
burn.

May 22, Subcommittee on Housing and Community
Opportunity, to continue hearings on housing afford-
ability issues, 9:30 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Capital Markets, Insurance
and Government Sponsored Enterprises, hearing on Fed-
eral subsidies for the housing GSE’s, 10 a.m., 2128 Ray-
burn.

Committee on Government Reform, May 22, Subcommittee
on National Security, Veterans Affairs, and International
Relations, hearing on Aircraft Cannibalization: An Expen-
sive Appetite, 10 a.m., 2247 Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Pol-
icy and Human Resources, hearing on Effective Faith-
Based Drug Treatment Programs, 10 a.m., 2154 Ray-
burn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Energy Policy, Natural Re-
sources and Regulatory Affairs and the Subcommittee on
Technology and the House of the Committee on Rules,
joint hearing on ‘‘Unfunded Mandates—A Five-Year Re-
view and Recommendations for Change,’’ 10:30 a.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, May 23, Sub-
committee on International Relations, hearing on the Ex-
port Administration Act: The Case for Its Renewal, 10
a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

May 24, Full Committee, hearing on the Annual Re-
port of the U.S. Commission on International Religious
Freedom, 10:30 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, May 22, hearing on the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 1698, American Broadband Competi-
tion Act of 2001; and H.R. 1697, Broadband Competi-
tion and Incentives Act of 2001, 2 p.m., 2141 Rayburn.
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May 24, Subcommittee on Crime, oversight hearing on
‘‘Fighting Cyber Crime: Efforts by State and Local Offi-
cials,’’ 10 a.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, May 22, Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Mineral Resources, oversight hearing on Short-
Term solutions for increasing energy supply from the
public lands, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

May 22, Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
and the Subcommittee on Water and Power, joint over-
sight hearing on ‘‘Bypass Flows on National Forest
Lands,’’ 3 p.m., 1334 Longworth.

May 23, full Committee, oversight hearing on Rec-
reational Access to Public Lands, 10 a.m., 1324 Long-
worth.

May 24, Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation,
Wildlife and Oceans, hearing on the Reauthorization of
the Coastal Zone Management Act, 9:30 a.m., 1324
Longworth.

Committee on Science, May 22, hearing on Improving
Voting Technology: the Role of Standards, 10 a.m., 2318
Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Energy, hearing on Energy
Conservation Potential of Extended and Double Daylight
Savings Time, 10 a.m., 2325 Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics,
hearing on Space Tourism, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Small Business, May 23, hearing with re-
spect to SBA Programs for Veterans and the National
Veterans Business Development Corporation, 10 a.m.,
2360 Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Regulatory Reform and
Oversight and the Subcommittee on Rural Enterprises,

Agriculture and Technology, joint hearing on Elimi-
nating the Digital Divide—Who Will Wire Rural Amer-
ica? 10 a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, May 22,
Subcommittee on Railroads, hearing on obstacles to Rail
Infrastructure Improvements, 3 p.m., 2167 Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation, and the Subcommittee on Water Re-
sources and Environment, joint oversight hearing on Port
and Maritime Transportation Congestion, 2 p.m., 2167
Rayburn.

May 23, Subcommittee on Highways and Transit,
hearing on Solutions to Highway Congestion, 9:30 a.m.,
2167 Rayburn.

May 24, Subcommittee on Aviation, hearing on Air-
port Runway Construction Challenges, 10 a.m., 2167
Rayburn.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, May 24, Subcommittee
on Benefits, hearing on H.R. 1291, 21st Century Mont-
gomery GI Bill Enhancement Act, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon.

Committee on Ways and Means, May 22, Subcommittee
on Human Resources, hearing on welfare and marriage
issues, 2 p.m., B–318 Rayburn.

May 22, Subcommittee on Social Security, hearing on
protecting privacy and preventing the misuse of Social Se-
curity numbers, 10 a.m., B–318 Rayburn.

Joint Meetings
Joint Economic Committee: May 23, to hold joint hearings

on the economic outlook of the nation, 10 a.m., 311 Can-
non Building.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

10 a.m., Friday, May 18

Senate Chamber

Program for Friday: Senate will meet in a pro forma
session.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12:30 p.m., Monday, May 21

House Chamber

Program for Monday: To be announced.
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(Senate proceedings for today will be continued in the next issue of the Record.)
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